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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
MX MILESTONE U

VOLUME I, PROGRAM OVERVIEW

VOLUME 1 PRESENTS AN OVERVIEW OF THE ENTIRE MX SYSTEM INCLUDING

¢ THE MX MISSILE AND BASINGMODE @ A SUMMARY OF THE POTENTIAL ENVIRON
ACQUISITION PROCESS MENTAL EFFECTS OF PAST AND FUTURE
® THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM MX DECISIONS
AND ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENTS & IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS

10 BE PREPARED FOR DECISION- ANTICIPATED AS PARY OF THE MX
MAKERS AND THE PUBLIC SYSTEM

VOLUME II: FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING OEVELOPMENT

VOLUME N ADDRESSES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF EXPENDITURE OF RESOURCES TO
DESIGN, CONSTRUCT, AND TEST MISSILE AND BASING MODE VEHICLE COMPONENTS AND THE
ASSEMBLED MISSILE AND VEHICLES KEY ISSUES ARE

® EXPENDITURE OF $5 TO §7 BILLION ® GROWTH INDUCEMENT CONCENTRATED

FOR FULL-SCALE ENGINEERING IN9STATES

DEVELOPMENT {FSEO) ® CONSUMPTION OF ENERGY AND WATER
© CREATION OF JOBS THROUGHOUT RESOURCES

THE NATION © ATMOSPHERIC EMISSIONS

VOLUME 111 MISSILE FLIGHT TESTING

VOLUME I PROJECTS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF MX FLIGHT TESTS ON VANDENBERG AIR
FORCE BASE AND CENTRAL CALIFORNIA KEY ISSUES INCLUDE

® GROWTH RELATED IMPACIS TO ® CUMULATIVE IMPACTS OF MX, THE
NORTHERN SANTA BARBARA SPACE SHUTTLE, AND THE PROPOSED
COUNTY LNG PLANT

# FOUR CANDIDAYE SITING AREAS (CSA) WERE EVALUATED TO ASSESS SITE SPECIFIC
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS RELATED TO THE FOLLOWING KEY ISSUES-

=YRANSPORTATION —~AIR QUALITY
~WATER RESOURCES ~ARCHAEOLOGY
=RARE OR ENDANGERED SPECIES ~MINERAL RESOURCES

VOLUME IV, BASING MODE EVALUATION

VOLUME IV EVALUATES THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WiTH THE FOLLOWING
FOUR BASING MODES

® VERTICAL SHELTER ® HORIZONTAL SHELTER
® BURIED TRENCH ¢ SLOPE SIDED POOL

THE POTENTIAL FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSOCIATED WITH EACH BASING MODE
IS EVALUATED AT SEVEN BASING MODE COMPARISON AREAS (BMCA) THROUGHOUY THE
WESTERN UNITED STATES KEY ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES INCLUDE

© VARIATION OF SPACING BETWEEN ® PUBLIC OR PRIVATE LAND
AIMPOINTS © WATER RESOURCES REQUIRED

o AREA SECURITY VERSUS POINT
SECURITY © CONSTRUCTION RESOURCES
o DISTURBED OR UNDISTURBED REQUIRED
ENVIRONMENT ® ENERGY RESOURCES REQUIRED

VOLUME V: APPENDICES

VOLUME V CONTAINS
® BIOLOGICAL APPENDICES AND ® BASING MODE EVALUATION
SPECIES LISTS
¢ GLOSSARY
® REGIONAL INDUSTRIAL MULTIPLIER
SYSTEM (RIMS) DESCRIPTION ® REFERENCES

VOLUME Vi: PUBLIC COMMENTS -
VOLUME VIPRESENTS PUBLIC RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT -
STATEMENT. INCLUDED IN THIS VOLUME ARL: -

® LETTERS RECEIVED FROM ® RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS BY THE PUBLIC .

® PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS )
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Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation
1522 K Streer NW.

Washington, D.C. 20005

September 11, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Alr Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This 1s in response to your request of July 19, 1978, received in our
Denver office on August 7, 1978, for comments on the dJdraft environmental
statement for MX: Milestone II. We have reviewed the statement and note
that the undertaking will affect archeological sites in the States of
California, Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexicoe, Texas, Tennessee,
Kansas, Nebraska, Oklahoma and Utah, properties included in or that may
be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 (16 U.S.C. 470f, as amended, 90 Stat. 1320) Federal agencies must,
prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds or prior
to the granting of any license, permit, or other approval for an under-
taking, afford the Council an opportunity to comment on the effect of
the undertaking upon properties included in or eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places.

Until the requirements of Section 106 are met, the Council considers the
draft environmental statement incomplete in its treatment of historical,
archeological, architectural and cultural resources. To remedy this
deficiency, the Council will provide, in accordance with its "Procedures
for the Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties'" (36.CFR Part 800),
substantive comments on the effect of the undertaking on these properties.
Please contact Michael .l. Bureman at the Council's Denver office, P. O.
Box 25085, Denver, Colorado 80225 or (303) 234-4946, an FIS number, to
assist you in completing thils process.

Sincerely yours,

ih L '~//;"/J;,,, £

Louis S. Wall
Assistant Director, Office of
Review and Compliance, Denver

The Council is an independent umi of the Exceutive Branch of the Federal Government charged by the Act of
October 15, 1966 0 advise the Presdent and Congress in the field of Historic Preservation.

1-1
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DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20305

1 Sgp 1978
SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on MX: Milestone II

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D,C, 20330

The DEIS on MX: Milestone II, provided by your letter of 19 July 1978,
has been reviewed, Matters of interest to DNA are principally those
which affect the hardness and survivability (H/S) of the MX system
against nuclear weapons effects, Specific comments follow:

a, Paragraph 1,1,1.3 = Nuclear H/S - Page 11-23,

A brief description of the simulation methods wouid be appropriate 1-2
to indicate that testing similar to Misers Bluff High Explosive Test, the
Transportable Electromagnetic Pulse Simulator or other EMP simulators may
be required. It does not seem appropriate to close out the option of under-
ground nuclear testing at this stage of development,

b, Paragraph 1.1.3.4 - Nuclear Hardness and Survivability - Page II-28.

There is an appuarent inconsistency in the requirement for
underground nuclear testing with that expressed in paragraph 1.1,1,3., A
more detailed explanation of required testing may be appropriate parti-
cularly since these tests may have environmental consequences, Further 1-3
since hardness and survivability are a requisite to the entire MX concept,
it would be appropriate to plan a suitable testing program that would
demonstrate system survivability in a nuclear environment,

¢. Paragraph 3.4.3 - Kirtland Air Force Base ~ page II-99,

The use of FMP simulators described here is not consistent with
the requirements stated in a similar paragraph at the bottom of page I1I-8,
If the advanced research electronic simulator (ARES), a DNA test facility
at Kirtland Air Force Base, is to be used, suitable schcduling is required.

I 1-4

FOR THE DIRECTOR: -
~

ICHARD N, CODY
Major General, USAF
Deputy Director
(Operations and Administration)
CY FURN:
DASD(Environment & Safety)

VI - 1-2 Public Comments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20350

R A A

$N REPLY RLFER TO
Ser 453/721511
7 Sep 1978

Dear Dr. Stern,

As requested in your letter of July 19th, the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II has been
; teviewed.,

The Department of the Navy has no comments.

‘ Sincerely,
% |
d ;
] {
i %
:
3 Prote ic s & Oncupational
g ﬂ <.y & Health Division
j l Carlos Stern, ?h.D. ™~ direction of the
i | Ceputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ) ¢ af Naval Operations
¢ g Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

! Pentagon

Washington, D. C. 20330

3
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

WESTERN ASGION
P 0 BOX 92007, WORLOWAY POSTAL CLHTER
105 ANGELES CALIFOANIA 90009
September 15, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environmental and Safety
Department of The Air Force
Washington D. C. 20330

Deaxr Dr. Stern:

We have now completed the review of your Environmental Impact Statement
(E18) regarding MX: Milstone II and our comments are as follows:

1. From our preliminary review findings it appears that initial testing
and operation at Vandenberg should have no effect on our existing
communication type facilities. Since these areas are so vast and
without specification, we cannot offer in this particular case a final
agsessment except in the stated general terms.

2. According to the map of the areas considered viable, it is generally
feli that a substancial impact effect could occur on future FAA selected
facility sites not only where we install transmittere/receivers but also
where FAA overland leased lines are involved.

3. Pleasa te advised that this approval does not obviate the requirement
for the Department of The Air Force to file a notice with the Federal
Aviation Administration where applicable and as stipulated under Part 77
of The Federal Aviation Regulations.

We appreciate the courtesy in bringing this matter to our attention.

Sincerely /
NS

A (/é'/
(AVA

W. BRUCE S

Regional Planning Officer

VI - 1-4 Public Comments
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FEDERAL ENERGY PEGULATORY COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20426

Septembexr 5, 19789

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
(SAF/M1Q), Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

I am replying to your requests of July 19 and
August 14, 1978 to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on MX: Milestone IXI., This Draft EIS has bsen reviewed by
appropriate FERC staff components upon whose evaluation
this response is based.

The staff concentrates its review of other agencies'
environmental impact statements basically con those areas
of the electric power, natural gas, and oil pipeline industries
for which the Commission has' jurisdiction by law, or where
staff has special expertise in evaluating environmental
impacts involved with the proposed action.

We note with interest that energy demands are identi-
fied as one of four key growth-related effects at the state
and regional levels during full-scale engineering development
and the basing mode. The EIS indicates that deployment of
the MX in any of the suggested regions is likely to cause
electrical demands in excess of planned capacity, especially
in the northeastern United States and particularily in New 1-4a
York State., It would appear that these impacts have bzen
adequately identified and delineated. During finalization
of the EIS it is suggested that the recent report by the
Northeast Power Coordinating Council, Task Force on Load
and Capacity (April 1, 1978), be used to refine the
energy impact analysis for that region of the U. S.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this statement.

Sincerely,

! a7
ReSNr
Jack’ M. Heinemann

]
LjAdvisor on Environmental Quality

Public Commenis Yl - 1-5
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NASA

National Aeronautics and
Space Administration

Washington, D.C.
20546

September 22, 1978

Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and

Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX: Milestone
II Program has been reviewed by NASA personnel. Ve have the
following comments, all related to the effects of the launch
exhaust cloud described in Volume III.

On pages III-298 through III-308, the draft compares the

quantity of exhaust products emitted to the atmosphere from
the MX with those of the Titan XIT and the Space Shuttle.
For example:

a. "...the total MX exhaust emissions to the atmos-
phere would be less than those released by Titan III
by a factor of four." (page III-299, para. 2).

b. "...the amount of gaseous exhaust from a MX launch
would be 1/10 that expected from a Space Shuttie launch."
{page III-300, para. 1).

¢. "The small size of the MX vehicle in comparison to
Titan and Shuttle vehicles, and the launch frequency

of 5 MX vehicles per year, produce an expected effluent
per unit volume discharged into the atmosphexe that

is a factor of six to ten times less than in the case
of Titan III or the Space Shuttle respectively."

Public Comments
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d. "...this amount (of aiuminum oxide released in

the lower atmosphere) is two orders of magnitude

: ‘ smaller than the amount released in the same 1~5(cont)
| ' altitude interval by the Space Shuttle..." (page

; ’ IIT-307, para. 2).

To avoid the inconsistencies that appear in these and similar
statements, it is suggested that absolute quantities, rather

| than ratios or factors, be specified. If comparisons are con-
: sidered necessary, the text should be rewritten to clarify

the conditions for which each comparison applies.

2. Figure 3-10 (page III-30l) shows a comparison of the peak
concentration of hydrogen chloride using both the USAF Opera-
: tional Model and the NASA Model for the Titan III launch

: vehicle and employs the USAF Model to estimate a peak con-

: centration for the MX missile, The Titan III calculation by
: the NASA Model was made in 1973 and that model has since been
extensively refined. The current model, which provides a 1-6
better prediction of the event, tends to show peak concentra-

i tions considerably lower than those predicted by the older

' model, and these trends have been borne out by experiments
at the Kennedy Space Center. The predictions of peak con-
centrations for Shuttle launches (Table 3-18, page III-303)
were made with the current model and the significantly lower
maxinum peak concentration (3.38 ppm) is evident. Thus the
praediction you show for the MX is unduly conservative and
this point should be made in the text.

G e il ik mpustsina s S

Lt -t b s Y

TR

T s en e ©

g

3. In Table 3-17 (page III-302), suggested short-term emer-
gency exposure limits for exposures of occupational personnel
to hydrogen chloride and carbon monoxide are attributed to

' NASA Contractor Report CR-1205 (III). The citation should

1~-7
be to the original sources, references 13-135 and 13-136 of
that report. 1In addition, you may wish to cite a journal
article containing much the same information.*
[ 4. The "1 km Downstream" list of constituents shown in Table
3-19 (page IXI-304) includes the combined effects of both 1-8

afterburning and turbulent mixing with ambient air. This
should be stated explicitly to explain the significant changes

*See Smyth, Henry F.: "Military and Space Short~Term

Inhalation Standards." Archives Environmental Health,
vol. 12, April 1966, pp 488-490.

public Comments VI -~ 1-7
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from the constituents at the nozzle exit plane. In addition,
inclusion of a comparable constituent list for a hypothetical
"1 km Downstream" case including afterburning but excluding
mixing would be instructive, showing, for example, the further
oxidation of carbon monoxide to carbon dioxide and the creation
of other trace species, such as chlorine. This table was
developed for the Space Shuttle solid rocket motor exhaust
(Trable 4-1, page 58, Environmental Impact Statement, Space
Shuttle Program, April 1978) and is applicable to the MX.

5. The second paragraph on pg. 305 tends to be misleading,
implying that NASA arrived at the conclusion that the small
particles of Al,03 could penetrate the alveolar spaces in the
lungs if inhaled. NASA calculations have only been made on
the particulate distribution that may be contained in the
ground cloud and its relation to average primary and secondary

standards. The ambiguous language should be altered to clear
up this point.

6. Table 3-20 (page III-308) was taken from the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the Space Shuttle Program. The
material has since been updated in the final statement and the
revised figures should be used (Table 4-2, page 59, Environ-
mental Impact Statement, Space Shuttle Program, April 1978).
More generally, the MX: Milestone XI Program draft cites the
NASA Space Shuttle Program draft environmental impact statement
as reference in a number of places. The final statement, dis-
tributed in May 1978, should be cited insteau. A copy is
enclosed.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Nathaniel B. Cohen, Director
Management Support Office

Enclosure

Vi - 1~-8 Public Comments
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

September 21, 1978

OFFICE OF THE
ASSISTANT DIRECTOA
FOR ASTRONOMICAL,

ATMOSPHERIC, EARTH,
AND OCEAN SCIENCES

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

Your letter dated 19 July 1978 with an attached copy of the 5-volume
draft environmental impact statement on MX: Milestone II arrived here
at the National Science Foundation (NSF) on 1 September 1578. The
requested reply date to your office for NSF comments on the statement
was 5 September 1978. A telephone communication with your office did
not ascertain the reason for the delayed receipt at NSF, but we were
advised of an extension of the reply date to 22 September 1978.

The NSF has reviewed the draft and has found the socio-economic and
archaeological aspects of the statement of particular interest. We
offer the following comments:

Socio-economic

The statement presents environmental considerations for use in
deciding whether to proceed into Full-Scale Engineering Develop-
ment (FSED). The comments presented are concerned with the economic
and social impacts discussed in this draft. In particular, the
g?mmengslere concerned with the materials discussed in Volumes I,

, an .

As a general comment, the methodology or models used to determine

the employment and investment impacts are not adequately defined in

the text ~- page I-90 states that the total magnitude of the direct
and indirect impacts were computed using the National Input-Output
Model (BEA, 1974). Our understanding of this model is that it presents
national numbers based on 1972 data. BEA does have a multi-regional
input-output model {MRIO), but that model is based on 1963 data. If
the analysis used the national model, how are the regional estimates
obtained, and if they used the MRIO model, the underlying data is
extremely unsound. Indeed, 1972 technical coefficients fail to reflect

Public Comments VI - 1-9
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Dr. Stern 2

the dramatic jump in both energy prices and raw materials and their

influence on the production process. Also, the gross output multiplier

is rather large and fails to include any leakages or time dynamics.
A net output multiplier would be more feasible (Table 3-1),

The employment impacts generated are somewhat misleading in that

labor is not a homogeneous commodity and the labor force composition
could have a considerable impact on local labor force demands. The
socio-economic effects (I-93§ primarily concern site choice and the
impacts vary with site choice. Some attempt is made to identify

these impacts in terms of housing, infrastructures, etc. However,

the results reflect only this project and do not deal with alternative
projects which may occur in these areas, such as energy development,
etc. The boomtown phenomena could occur producing a tremendous demand
which is both highly cyclical and unstable. No amount of contract
phasing would lessen the adverse environmental or social effects of
this impact. This would be particularly true for the lower income

and fixed income residents of the areas who would bear most of the
long-term costs of the large short-term demand for public services.

The regional impacts discussed are not adequately documented as to
their source or methods of generation. In fact, some are clearly
erroneous, Washington State is described as being energy-rich

with huge hydro- and coal reserves. Obviously the authors are not
aware of the power rationing which has been occurring in the Pacific
Northwest this past year and will continue for many years. Also
coal reserves do not imply production, given manpower, capital, and
environmental constraints. In addition, the huge resource demands
associated with developing these reserves would be competing with

this project, further aggravating prices and the demand for labor
and capital.

Finally, there is concern about the inflationary impacts associated
with these projects: 1in particular, the deleterious impact of this
new demand on the standard of 1iving of low and fixed income
individuals. The bulk of the demand for employment will be satisfied
from outside of the area, since particular high skills are required,
leaving local labor supply to fill the lower paying unskilled jobs.

Archaeological
Archaeological remains are present both on Vandenberg Air Force Base

and in the seven sample deployment sites. Development of the MX-II
system would have an unavoidable effect on archaeological remains.

VI - 1-10 Public Comments
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Dr. Stern 3

The general dearth of information presented on remains which occur
in the different areas and just what means will be taken to minimize
impact makes this statement difficult to evaluate. It appears that
a good part of the Vandenberg Air Force Base has been surveyed, yet
the bullet statements which summarize the findings are too brief to
give an adequate idea of what is really present on the ground. It
appears that the information concerning the sample deployment sites
comes from a literature search alone and attempts to generalize from
data of this type are notoriously inaccurate.

Whether the proposed steps to mitigate adverse environmental impacts
are sufficient is not clear. At Vandenberg Air Force Base, mitigation
will include siting in such a way as to minimize archaeological
destruction as well as salvage excavation. Section 3.2.15, Volume IV,
implies that if sites are located in an area of high archaeological
potential, an extensive recovery project would be undertaken.

In summary, the amount of information on archaeological impact and
proposed mitigation is minimal. On this basis it is unclear that a
careful evaluation has, in fact, been made.

Sincerely yours,

@uu%ww
aniel Hunt

Deputy Assistant Director

1-15
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SOUTHWEST FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL

ARKANSAS, LOUISIANA,  NEW MEXICO,  OKLAHOMA,  TEXAS
Dallas, Texas 75242 (214} 749-1431

August 22, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment & Safety
0ffice of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We are in receipt of your August 14 letter concerning the
Air Force's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

on MX: Milestone 1I, and your desire for us to review the
EIS statement.

In our functlon as Regional A-95 Coordinator, we do not
review EIS statements. It may be that you might want to
forward a copy of your Milestone II E£IS statement to the
regional office of the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) for their review. If such is the case, we supply
below the name of the regional EPA official who conducts
EIS reviews.

Mr. Clinton Spotts

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Surveillance & Analysis Division
First International Building

1201 EIm Street

Dallas, Texas 75270

Thank you for your desire and efforts to coordinate the
development of Milestone II with our office.

Please advise if we can assist further.
Sincerely,

’:iggt,cxcxngr—(;1;/k>*>-éz*\\\

ERNEST C. WOOQDS
Regional A-95 Coordinator

cc: Clinton Spotts, EPA
Myron Knudson, EPA
Loron Bolen, SWFRC

Vi - 1-12 Public Comments




e o A TS

P s iRkl dindet alnt 2 ol
e v = e T PR ST AT
e T T TR
s ane o ga T w
r P J
. s e
v e PR, e Y

popaguivebCiatibinn g g

PRI

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Kir

IN REPLY RIFER TO: Sacramento Area Office
2800 Cottage Way
i Land Operations Sacramento, California 95825

SEP 151978
i
$ Dxr, Carlos Stern
I Deputy for Environment and Safety
1 office of the Secretary of ,
% the Air Force (SAF/MIQ) '
' Pentagon ;
' Washington, D, C. 20330 '
y Dear Dr. Stern: i
f We have revieved your draft environmental impact statement |
? on MX: Milestone II and found no Indian lands under the
{
% jurisdiction of this office are involved.
!
: Sincerely yonrs,
i 8l
f /
£ AT A
(William E. Finale '
Area Dizector

1]

{
.
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OFFICE OF THE DIRFZTOR

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES
2101 E STREET, NW,
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20241

In Reply Refer To: August 18, 1978

EBM - MMRD

Mr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Carlos:

Reference is made to your letter of July 19, 1978, by which you conveyed a copy
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II.

Any concern about which the Bureau of Mines should logically comment would
involve mineral resources of such land area(s) as would be ultimately devoted

to the MX system. As land selection lies in the future we believe that no current
comments on the submitted EIS is required.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment extended by the Department of the

Air Force.
Jincerely yours,
ﬂ.’m"\\.
\UT/O

edo N%

5 s
8 F
[4 2

v, <

% &

764010
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

1793
(N-920)

NEVADA STATE OFFICE
Room 3008 Federal Building
300 Booth Street
Reno, Nevada 89509

AUG z 8 19718
Carlos Stern, PhD
Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washingten, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

We appreciated the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environ-
mental Statement on MX: Milestone II. In accordance with ouxr procedures for
the review of other agency Environmental Statements, we have forwarded our
comments to our Washington Office for consolidation with those of BIM offices

in other states. You should receive the consolidated BLM reply well with-
in your desired time frame.

We will be extremely interested in review of future Environmental Statements
on MX, particularly when the time arrives to decide on a particular site if
Nevada is one of the alternatives. For your information, our procedures re-
quire that review of other agency Environmental Statements be coordinated
through Department of Interior's Office of Envirommental Project Review,
(OEPR) 19th and C Streets, NW., Washington, P.C. 20240. Please send future
requests for reviews through that office.

Sincexrsly, I”;

E.I. Rowland
State Director, Nevada

Save Energy and You Serve America!

Public Comments VI -~ 1-15
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-78/707 auG 24 1978

Dr, Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment
and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, DC 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This 1is in regard to your request of July 19, 1978,
for the Depavtment cf the Interior's review and
comnents on a araft environmental statement for MX:
Milestone II.

This is to inform you that the Department will have
comments on the draft environmental statement but
will be unable to respond by the date requested.
OQur comments should be available by the middle of

September.
Sincerel/(’/7

A=
ruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review

VI - 1l-16 Public Comments
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF 'THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:
ER-78/707 SEP 18 w9

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Offive of che Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have reviewed the draft statement on MX: Milestone II,
sent to us on July 19, 1978. We urge that you initiate
early coordination with our Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
offices in the appropriate states as soon as site require-
ments to be addressed in Milestone III have been identified.

The statement indicates that the MX missile system, when
fully deployed, could adversely impact large blocks of
public lands administered by the sLM. In California, for
example, 92 percent (5,795 acres) of the area evaluated in
the Mojave Desert Basing Mode Comparison Area (BMCA) are
public lands managed by BLM's Riverside and Bakersfield
Districts.

These lands also lie wholly within the California Desert
Conservation Area, currently under study as part of the
congressionally mandated California Desert Plan. Depending
on which basing mode is selected, and assuming 20 aimpoints
per missile, the document estimates 'that when the missile
system is fully deployed in the seven BMCA's under considera-
tion, between 4,700 and 7,000 square miles will be either
seriously impacted due tc construction »f facilities or
placed under closed and/or restricted access status due to
security requirements. Assuming an equai deployment distri-
bution among the seven BMCA's, several hundred squ-re miles
of public land in California woulda be affented.

Siting decisions will not be made until the Milestone III
environmental statement is published in the early 1980's.
The document indicates that most of the information gathered
thus far has been by means of literature seacches and that
the study of deployment areas is still in its early stages.
It is our understanding that a much more rigcrous analysis
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of site-specific impacts will be included in the Milestone III |;_y7(cont)
environmental statement which will require on-site analysis of
potential environmental impacts. Any studies on public land
which will involve physical disturbance of the environment
(i.e., the construction of mock-up silos, etc.) will require
advance approval from BLM. We suggest the Air Force contact
appropriate BLM State Directors and District Managers at an
early date to establish means for this cooperation.

P e et st 7 YAk i, Ao i St A i i e S s

Cultural Resources

The statement lists several (local, State, and nationally)
designated landmarks in the nearby region as well as the pres-
ence of the Coast Guard Station - Boathouse (determined to be
eligible for the National Register) on Vandenberg Air Force
Base. However, there appears to have been no attempt made to
coordinate with the State Historic Preservation O0fficer (SHPO)
in locating cultural resources that could be affected by this
proposal and may be eligible for inclusion to the National
Register. The SHPO is available to guide your agency in
determining the necessity, extent, and design of a cultural
resources survey of the project impact area and in applying
the Advisory Council's National Register Criteria to any sites
identified.

If a Federal undertaking would affect eligible cultural }
resources, the Advisory Council must be given an opportunity |
to comment and an appropriate mitigation plan should be form- 1-18 '
ulated which is mutually agreeable to your agency, the SHPO,
and Advisory Council. In the event of irreparable loss or
destruction of significant historical or archeological data,
the steps outlined in the Archeological and Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-291) should be undertaken.

The FEIS should address the need for and implementation of the
above procedures in the MX project areas.

The Spanne and Glassow surveys conducted for the Space Shuttle
Program were confined principally to a 2l-mile long, 3.000-
foot wide coastal corridor, extending from just north of the
Santa Ynez River to a point south of Point Arguello. These
surveys identified approximately 480 archeological sites at
Vandenberg Air Force Base. Given the known high density of
sites on the Base, there are probably several hundred more
unrecorded sites. We arc not aware of any other extensive
surveys for Vandenberg Air Force Base, particularly for the
inland areas. Therefore, we question the accuracy of +the
archeological sensitivity map (Figure I-35) if, in fact, it

VI ~ 1-18 Public Comments
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was developed and based solely upon the recent work of Spanne
and Glassow.

The draft statement indicates that some survey data are
available for the four candidate site areas. However, there
is no indication as to who prepared the survey reports, when,
how the surveys were conducted, and how adequate the surveys
are for present planning purposes. This information is vital
for review purposes. The final statement should clearly
reference all supporting material.

General

The available recreation areas and opportunities for
Vandenberg Air Force Base and adjoining areas are suvmmarized
on page III-124, However, the statement appears to lack any
evaluation of recreation impacts. Due to the nearness of
Ocean Park (Surf) to the Lompoc Terrace candidate site area,
the statement should address any potential impacts that the
proposed project activities would have on this area.

In the upper right quadrant of the chart (p. xvi), for the
vertical shelter basing mode, the typical on-road character-
istics of the missile transport trailer are given as having
a width of 31 feet, whereas the road width is given as only
22 feet. No explanation of the 31-foot width was found in
the text and, if the figure is correct, it would be helpful
to discuss problems of transport in greater detail.

The geological time scale in Appendix J is outdated; greater
ages are now generally accepted for most of the divisions
that are shown. A current table is attached.

The assessment of water-demand impacts should be made on the
basis of the total population increases attributable to the
MX program, as is done for air-quality impacts, rather than
only on the basis of number of MX jobs (p. II-80, etc.).

The noise level effects of the MX Project in combination with
the Space Shuttle Program have not been adequately covered

to minimize the impact of sonic booms on the Tndians at the
Santa Inez Indian Reservation or on other per . neter communities
in the viecinity of Vandenberg Air Force Base.
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We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this

statement.
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MAJOR STRATIGRAPHIC AND TIME DIVISIONS

Age estimates
Subdivisions in Use by the U, S, Geological Survey commonly used for
boundaries (in
Era or million years)s
Erathem System or Period Series or Epoch W (B
Holocene
Quaternary Pleistocene
m - —1,5-2e—tem] , ]
ocene —ca. 7 5.0
Cenozoic Miocene 26 22,5
Tertiary Olipocene 37.38— 37.5
Eocene 53 54—f——53., 5——
Palcocene 65 65
3/ Upper (Late) - -
Cret 5
retaceou Lower (Early) 136
Upper (Late) [— 10
Mesozod ¢ Jurassic Mggdle (Middle)
Lover (Early) | 190-195—
Upper (Late)
Triassic Middle (Niddge)
ower (Early 25
3/ Upper (Late) -
Permian= Lover (Early) 280
nger (Late)
Pennsylvanian= Middle (Middle)
Lowver (Early) 3902/ —
Upper (Late)
Mississippian Lower (Early)
Upper (Late) 345
Palcozoic Devonian Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) i
Upper (Late) 395
Stluriand’ Middle (Middle)
Lo Earl
wer (Early) 30-4&0ﬂ
3/ Upper (Late) |
Ordovician= Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) a. S00-
3/ Upper (Late)
Cambrian= Middle (Middle)
Lower (Early) 570
Time subdivisions of the Precambrian:
Preccambrian 2--base of Cambrian to 800 m,y,
Precambrian Y--800 m.y. to 1,600 m.y.
Precambrian  precambrian X--1,600 miy. to 2,500 m,y.
Precambrian W--older than 2,500 m.y.

GEOLOGIC NAMES

'

COMMITTEE, U, 5. GEOLOCICAL SURVEY, 1972
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= Estimates for ages of time boundarics are under continuous study and subject to

N refinement and controversy. Two scales are given for comparison:
; (A) Geological Society of London, 1964, The Phanerozoic time-scale;
% a symposfumt Geol. Soc. London, Quart, Jour., v, 120, suppl,,
; p. 260.262,
’ (B) Berggren, Y. A., 1972, A Conozofc time-scale--some implications for
3]

reglonal geology and palaobiogeography: Lethata, v, S, no, 2, pe 195215,
In addition to these, a uscful time scale for North American mammalian
; stages §s glven by: i
! 4 Evernden, J. F,, Savage, D. C., Curtls, G, H,, and
3 James, G, T., 1964, Potasstum-argon dates and the
Cenozofc mamaalian chronology of North America:

’ Aaer, Jour. Sci., v, 262, p, 145-198,

ki

= From Table 1t Correlatfon chert for the Carboniferous of northawest Surope,
. Russia, and North America: Geol. Soc. London, 1964L/, p, 222,

/
= Includes provincial serfes accepted for use {n U, S, Geological Survey veports,

Tems designatéing tinme are in parentheses, Informal time terms--

i cpmres v ey e = =

sy

PPTTITRS;
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carly, niddle, and late~«may be used for the eras, for periods where
there {s no formal subdivision {nto Early, Middle, and Late, and for
cpochs. Informal rock temse«lower, middle, and wppersemy be used
where there {s no fomal subdivision of an era, system, or series.

PROVINCIAL SER1ES ACCEPTED FOR USE 1IN U.S. CEOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORTS

Serles

Age

Regton

Gulfianesccarconcasnee
Comancheane-avnecsacas

Coghuilanecesccrcencnn

Ochoaneasecavaasanasen

Late Cretaccousesasecsceass
Early and Late Crotaceous-

Early Cretaccoussessencaee

Late Poerplaneccacacccccans

Texas, louisfana, Oklahoma,
Arkansas, Hissis<ippi, and
Alabana.

[t

Texas, Loufs<iana, Arkansas,
Mississippl, and Alabana,

Texas and New Mexico,

i
{
Guadalupian- » | Early and Late Pemmiane=-- . ;
’ Leonardian-- - | Farly Permiafeeanccacceeen Do,
k Wolfcanplaneseavceocas | Early Pomianesascesssancs Do. .

Virgllinneencececemnee
Hissourian=-= ..
Des Mofnesian
Atokans=sees
HOrrowaANesesessaccesas

Chesterfan=sesccsncnae
Meromeclan-«
Osageanseenenses -
Kinderhookianseceaesses

Cayuan=sesesseuceanea
Nisgiraneeesecs
Alexandrian--s<esse-ce

Cincinnatianesccecacas

HohawkiAnesccsccraanae

St, Crofxanesasececascs

Late Pennsylvanianescecase

cesvencnavtffressansenacans

Middlc Pennsylvanianee-eaa

wetacssansdOuemacnanannnne

Early Pennsylvanianseececss

Late Mississippinne-caecc.-

ssassacccsOoravossnnvanusn

Late S{lurianecceaceanscua
Middle Sfluriane
¥arlv Silurfanece-vecena.-

Late Ordovicianeeceaccenae

Hiddle Ordoviclan-eecesase

Late Cambrifneccscccccncaa

Arkansas, Oklehoma, Kansas,
Missoudt. Mebraska, and lows,

Indiana, Kentucky, Tenncssee,
I1l{nois, lowa, and Missouri,

New York and Michigan,

Missourt, Illlnois, and
Michigan,

Ohfo, Indinna, Xentucky,
Tennessee, Michigan, WMscon-
s{n, and lowa,

New York, Kichigan, Wisconsin,
and lowa.

lowa, Minncsota, Wisconsin,
and Michigsn,

[CTERITER] |
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i M ¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
N mow" WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

SEP 7 1y78

OFFICE OF THE
ADMINISTRATOR

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
your Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) entitled
MX:Milestone II. We recognize that this EIS represents an
assessment made in the early stages of program development.,
We also recognize that the environmental analyses of potential
deployment sites have not been completed and that future
program decisions may significantly affect the scope and
nature of environmental impacts of this program. Since air
guality data is largely lacking for the specific areas being
considered for development sites, we commend your plans to
establish monitoring programs to obtain pertinent ambient
air data to enable valid impact assessment. We will be
pleased to review and, as appropriate, comment further upon
your program whenever additional data are available.

We are concerned about the amount of valuable agricultural

land that would be taken out of production under the various 1~-24
proposed security systems. We were also disturbed by factual
errors in this document (e.g., the lccation of I-80 and

I-70, the extent of irrigation in the South Platte area, and
the structural interdependence of the farm and non-farm
sectors of the economy.)

1-25

If you have any questions concerning EPA's comments, please
contact Mr. Philip Parisius (245~3006) of this Office
directly.
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We appreciate your efforts to make other agencies and the
public aware of the MX Program during the early stages of
its development.

~

William D. Dickérson
Acting Director
Office of Federal Activities
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Hawar

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION Sutmcan sauor
REGION NINE
Two Embarcadero Center, Suite 530
San Francisco, California 94111 August 16, 1978
IN REPLY RKFIR TO
HED-09

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX:
Milestone II Project and provide the following comments.

1. The Draft Statement addresses the transportation issues that are
affected by the proposed project. It notes the congestion problems
for the various phases of the operation. However, the EIS does not
address the adequacy of the highway structural sections, alignment,
or other engineering considerations to handle the non-typical |
highway type vehicles. Therefore, the Final Statement should 1-34
identify the impacts of the movement of these vehicles, the
proposed mitigation, and any required improvement to the highway
routes involved.

2. Due to the decreasing highway dollars available at the State and
County level, the California Department of Transportation and the
Santa Barbara County Transportation Department should be contacted

at the following addresses to coordinate improvements to these
routes.

CALTRANS -~ District 05
P. 0. Box "L"
San Luis 0bispo, California 93406

Santa Barbara County Transportation Department
105 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, California 93101

We appreciate this opportunity to review the subject Draft EIS and
would like to reoccive a copy of the Final Statement when it becomes
available.
Sincerely yours,
W}
AU
I /MLJ

Rf’%. s.| Yound, Director
Offkce df Environment and Design
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WESTERN FEDERAL REGIONAL COUNCIL
REGION IX

111 PINE STREET
THIRD FLQOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111
(415) 556-1970

Ant sachotor AMEUICAN SANEA GUAW oad
we TAUST TERRIIOAY of tne Pac g Soants.

September 2, 1978

Mr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Stern:

This is in response to your request for comments on the MX - Milestone Il
Environmental Impact Statement. To assure that the EIS is properly
reviewed, we have contacted thc Region IX Environmental Protection

Agency office. We have been informed that EPA's comments will be delivered
to your office by the September § deadline.

Thank you for your concern. Please notify us if we can be of further
assistance.

Sincerely,

William C. Arntz
Chairman
Western Federal Regional Council
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The Air Force is fully aware of its responsibilities under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.
The Air Force will take no action that might impact on cultural
resources prior to consultation with the respective State
Historic Preservation Officers and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.

The nuclear hardness and survivability (NH&S) tests that are
anticipated will probably be in two main categories. One type
of test will provide data for evaluating MX system response to
nuclear airblast, ground shock, and debris effects. These
tests will probably require the use of conventional high explo-
sives in a manner similar to that employed for the HAVE HOST
and MISERS BLUFF test series during the concept validation
phase. For that kind of test, various amounts and types of
high explosives are detonated at or somewhat below the ground
surface (at depths of 20 feet or less). The other type of
test will involve the use of electrical and electronic devices
to simulate the electromagnetic pulse (EMP) from a nuclear
detonation. Either transportable EMP saimulators or other EMP
simulators may be used. Section 1.1.1.3 is not intended to
close out the option of underground nuclear testing at the
Nevada Test Site.

Since test planning has not been completed, a more detailed
explanation is not available at this time.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES
RESPONSE

several different EMP simulators may be used during the Full
Scale Engineering Development phase for MX. When more is known
about the simulators planned for use and the required schedule
of such use, the operating agencies will be contacted for proper
scheduling and other arrangements as necessary.

The Northeast Power Coordinating Council Task Force report on
gas and capacity will be used in future studies.

a. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, para. 5: The last two
sentences of the paragraph should read: "The proposed MX vehicle
is less than one-half the size of one Titan III solid motor.

The total MX exhaust emissions to the atmosphere would be less
than 190,000 lbs (86,200 kg)."

b. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, para. 7: The last sentence

in the paragraph should read: "However, the amount of hydrogen
chloride in the ground cloud from an MX launch is estimated to

be about 1,500-1,600 lbs (700-727 kg).

c. Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.3, para. 8: Delete the first

sentence of the paragraph. It is out of place in the context of the
paragraph.

d. Since the figure of 4,400 lbs is given specifically for the
MX, no change in this portion of the paragraph is needed.

Volume III, Section 3.2.2.4.2, 5th paragraph, 14th line: The
wording should be changed as follows: substitute the words "an early
model" for the words "the one". Also, add the following to the

end of paragraph 8: "The ground level concentrations shown in

Table 3-18 are lower than the peak values shown in Figure 3-10
because a later, less conservative model was used to develop the
table. Consequently, the comparison shown in Figure 3-10 for

the MX vs. the Titan IXI is very conservative."

Volume IIXI, Section 3.2.2.4.2: fThe second reference under Table
3-17 which reads: '"NASA CR1205 (III), 1968." should read:

“smyth, H. F., 1966. 'Military and Space Short-term Inhalation
Sstandards.'"
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

Table 3-19 in Volume III, Section 3 should be replaced with
the following updated "Table 3-19. Exhaust Products for Normal
Burn". The difference between the two sets of figures in this
table reflects the effect of afterburning and turbulent mixing
within the rocket plume. The suggested hypothetical case of
afterburning without mixing is not of primary environmental
concern here. It is of some scientific interest, but would

not serve to clarify the impacts being addressed in the EIS.

Volume III, Section 3.2.2.43, fourth paragraph, third sentence:
delete the words "which could penetrate alveolar spaces in the

lungs if inhaled". This deletion will clarify the intent of the
paragraph.

Table 3-20 in Volume III, Section 3 shouléd be replaced with the
following updated Table 3~20 which indicates annual deposit of:
exhaust products above the tropopause. Where information obtained
in the braft EIS for the Space Shuttle Program is identical to

that in the Final EIS, all references to the "Draft EIS" should
be changed to "Final EIS".

ANNUAL DEPOSIT ABOVE THE
TROPOPAUSE
COMPOUND e =
TONS METRIC TONS
Hydrogen chloride 65.85 59.73
Chlorine 12.93 11.73
Nitric Oxide 0.32 0.29
Carbon Monoxide 2.42 2,20
Carbon Dioxide 162.82 147.68
Watexr 342.86 310.98
Aluminum Oxade 121.61 110.30
L e e e e e e s
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Table 3-19. Exhaust products for normal burn.
(Pexcent by weight of nozzle exit
plane f£low)

. Nozzle exit Plane 1 km

Product

plane

downstyream

SRM (total mass flow 9400 kg secnl

for 2 motors)

Hydrogen chloride 21.2 18.9
Chlorine (C12) 0 2.1
Chlorine (Cl) .3 .03
Nitric oxide 0 1.3
Nitrogen peroxide 0 .02
Carbon monoxide 24.1 .07
Carbun dioxide 3.4 41.2
Hydrogen 2.1 0
Hydroxyl and atomic hydrogen .02 0
Nitrogen 8.7 (b}
Water 9.3 28,6
Aluminum oxide 30.1 30.1
Aluminum chloride .02 .02
Iron chloride .97 .97
Total 100.0 ©123.3
Orbiter main engines (total mass flow 1410 kg sec“l for 3 engines)
Water 95.9 128
Hydrogen 3.5 0
Argon, nitrogen, other .6 .6
Total 100.0 128.a

aAfterburning is complete.

bIt is assumed to be part of

air.

Crotal is greater than 100% because of chemical addition of air to
form water, nitric oxide, and carbon dioxide,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

In estimating the national impacts associated with Full Scale
Engineering Developmunt, the BEA National Input-Output mogdel

was used. Its use 1s documented in Addenda A and B, to

Volume IXI. The cegional impact analysis relied heavily on the
Regional Industrial Multiplier System (RIMS), also developed

by the Bureau of Economic Analysis. See Volume V, Appendices

for a discussion of this methodology. In the Volume II analysis
RIMS was used without modification. 1In the case of the Volume IV
analysis—that relating to basing mode decision—several modifi-
cations were made in order to more accurately reflect the nature
of the expected impacts. These modifications included a scaling
down of the induced-effect component of the nultiplier, to reflect
the fact that a large portion of the construction and operations
workforces will be housed in construction camps (for construction)
and base housing (during operations). The local consumption
behavior of such workers will differ substantially from that of
the typical resident of the region. Adjustment in the multiplier
was made to account for this difference. Supplies of certain
building materials (wood production, cement, and structural
steel) were constrained in the use of RIMS to hetter reflect
realistic levels of local supply potential. The Multiregional
Input-Output model (MRIO) was not used in the analysis.

The basis for the analysis, both at the national and regional
levels is the 1967 National Input-Output model. This is, the
latest comprehensive information available on the structure

of interindustry sales. The 1972 model will not be available
until early next year.

The gross output multiplier used in the national impact analysis
does take account of leakages from each round of expenditure.
Its use in the analysis is discussed in Addendum A to Voluine II.

In Volume II analysis, labor was not treated as a homogenous
input, but was differentiated by requisite skill level, on both
supply and demand sides. First, labor demands by the guided
missile and support industries require highly skilled, technical
workers. At least some of these workers with specific occupa-
tional training and job skills may have to be imported since
even the states' large metropolitan areas comprise a limited
supply of skilled, yet unemployed workers. Forty percent of
{cont.)
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RESPONSE

workers who will Le directly employed on MX belong to the cate-
gory of professionals and highly trained technicians (U.S. Bureau
of Census, 1972). As a worst case it has been assumed that 40
perxcent of direct total employment resulting from FSED would

be imported.

The remaining 60 percent of direct, and all indirect-induced
workers could be hired locally if available supply is adequate.
Both state and those metropolitan areas where aerospace specia-
lization exists have been generally characterized by large, well-
developed :conomic bases. Further they have contained large
numbers of unemployed lnrbor relative to project demands. Thus,
no indirect labor in-migration was induced in impact analysis.

In the volume IV analysis the labor force requirements were
treated in two different ways - one for the construction phase
and one for operation. In the construction phase, the area's
unemployed construction labor force (equal to the same propor-
tion of the unemployed as it represents of the employed) is
given construction jobs first, before inmigration. In every
case, this local supply fell far short of demand. Indirect
and induced employment opportunities - generally made up of
job skills like those in the existing labor market - is allo-
cated to local labor until the local unemploymeni rate equals
3 percent. Beyond this point, inmigrants are assumed to out
compete local labor for available jobs. In the case of the
operations phase, all military personnel were assumed to come
from outside the region, and half of the Federal Ciwvilian jobs
was assumed to be unavailable for local residents. The other
half of the Federal civilian employment was assumed to be avail-
able to local-unemployed workers, with the size of the labor
pool controlling the number of such local hires for this direct
labor, and for the indirect and induced labor as well. Thus,
in Volume IV as well, an attempt was made to differentiate
between components of the labor force in determining the need
for labor force inmigration.

It is true that the impact estimates do not take accounu of other
projects that may evolve in the region and compete with MX for
resources and labor. Site selection studies will deal with
specific site effects such as those alluded to in the comment.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The state of Washington, unlike many other states, is rich in
hydro and coal energy resources. This does not mean that these
resources are being used to their fullest extent. For example,
the demonstrated coal resexve base in the state on 1 JUN 1974,
amounted to 1,954 million tons, while the estimated production
was only 3.9 million tons (U.S. Dept. of Interior, 1970). Pro-
duction of energy is a function of several factors such as demand,
availability of natural resources, and capital and labor to export
them. Hence production may fall short of demand even when the
state is potentially rich in energy resources.

The analysis of inflation impacts at the national level was
beyond the scope of the project. While no explicit analysis of
regional price-effects was performed, concern over this issue

was one consideration in assessing the impact potential of changes
in public expenditures, housing, population and other factors.

As a general rule, the relative impact potential of a given change
was regarded as small if the rate of change required was within
the limits of historical experience among many such places. Thus,
small relative impact potential was assigned to a given

effect if it represents a growth rate of less than 2 percent for
resident population and public expenditures, and 7 percent for
housing. A large rclative impact potential was assigned

to an effect if the rate of growth reached 8 percent for resident
population, 9 percent for public expenditures, and 15 percent

for housing. A large relative impact potential thus includes

as one aspect the fact that certain deleterious effects, such as
inflation beqgin to occur at these higher rates of growth.

Information concerning the cultural resources on VAFB comes pri-
marily from published sources by the previous survey and excava-
tion on Vandenberg. The quality of this data base is generally
good. The seven Basing Mode Comparison Areas {BMCAs) are repre-
sentative samples of larger geotechnically suitable parcels which
have been used for basing mode environmental evaluations. A
deployment area EIS will be completed prior to any siting decision

and will include appropriate archaeological surveys and considerations.

If MX flight testing occurs at Vandenberg AFB, the facilities will
be sited in ways to minimize archeeological impacts. If sites are
located in areas of high archaeclogical potential, data recovery
programs will be initiated as appropriate in consultation with the
State Historic Preservation Officer, the Department of Interior,
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
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1-17 Site selection decisions will not be made for one or two years.
A separate EIS will be prepared for this decision point. The
EIS will be prepared for the subsequent decision whether to
produce and deploy the system. The Aixr Force will coordinate
its environmental planning activities and cooperate with BLM
regaxding activities that might impact public domain land.

1-18 The Air Force will identify archaeological resources within all
proposed construction zones in order that archaeological sites
can be avoided whenever possible. For those sites that can not
be avoided a data recovery plan will be developed to avoid
adversely impacting these archaeological resources. The Air
Force is aware of its responsibilities for protection of cultural
resources pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Pre-
servation Act of 1966 as amended. We have consulted extensively
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation in connection with Space Shuttle
activities on Vandenberg. Specific consultation with these
agencies will be accomplished with regard to MX activities as
the program becomes more defined.

Most of the data employed to develop the archaeological sensiti-
vity map are derived nct from the space shuttle surveys, rather
they are from earlier survey work by Spanne (1970, 1971, 1974).
The major weaknesses in this data base are that survey coverage
was not as intensive or as well controlled as the Space Shuttle
research. As a result, it is probable that limited activity
sites were frequently missed during this survey, though it is
much less likely that multiple activity sites were missed.

In order to supplement the published sources, a reconnaissance
was conducted in the four CSAs during April 1978. However, the
Jdense vegetation cover limited visibility, especially in the
Shuman Canyon and Lompoc Terrace CSAs. Ten percent or less of
the direct impact areas in the conceptual facilities layout
was examined, and no new sites were located. At a time when
there is less vegetation cover, a larger area in each CSA

may be surveyed in order to verify these results.

1-19 The nearness of Ocean Park to the construction site may result
in some increased use of this recreation area. However, since
camping is not permitted at this park, significant adverse
effects are not expected. Further, conflict between construction
worker use and week-end peak general public use would be minor.
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; 1-20 The width of the conceptual transporter-emplacer shown in the
| referenced illustration is in error. The width overall should
: have been shown as 21 ft (6.4 m). Tire span is 17 £t (5.2 m).
: Detailed vehicle and road designs will be developed during FSED.
i 1-21 The more current table has been placed in Volume V, Appendix J.
i 1-22 Assessment of water demands have been made on the basis of total
| population increases. The following table shows projected MX
} water requirements due to population increases and 1970 water
! withdrawal in each of the states listed
1
WATER REQUIREMENTS STATE WATER
STATE IN-MIGRANTS (acxe ft) WITHDRAWAL!
2 california 10,000 2,000 53.6
t
] i Washington 1,700 340 8.0
? Colorado 600 120 14.5
Utah 600 120 4.7
Massachusetts 200 40 4.7
New York/New Jersey/
; Connecticut 3,400 680 31.0%2
Texas 900 180 30.2
. i

Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, 1976.

11970, acre ft x 106.

270tal of the three states.
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RESPCNSE

The noise impact from the launch of a space shuttle vehicle

is independent of MX missile testing. Control and safety

reasons prohibit simultaneous launches. The MX missile is not
expected to produce a downward propagating sonic boom over land
because of its planed launch azimuth and westward trajectory.

No sonic boom has ever been repocted from the launch of a Minute-
man missile. The noise from Minuteman missile launches is atten-
uvated rapidly beyond distances of five miles from the source.

MX ambient noise levels would be of the same order and this would
not extend to the location of the Santa Ynez Indian Reservation.
A complete discussion of MX noise including sonic booms is con-
tained in Volume IV, Section 3.3.3.2.2.

Agricultural productivity will be a key factor influencing
Site Selection.

The identified errors have been corrected. See Volume IV,
Section 1.2,

The construction of missile flight test facilities at Vandenberg
will not require diversion of stream waters. Therefore, dredging
and disposal sites will not be reguired, and there will be no

discharges of material into local waters. 1In general, the material

cut during construction will be used for fill.

As stated above, dredging and discharge in local waters will not
occur, and therefore, will not impact endangered species.

Water erosion at Vandenberg is not a problem unless an unusually
heavy precipitation period is encountered. Normal annual rain-

fall is about 13 in. (338 mm) with most of this occurring between
November and April.

Constru tion schedules cannot be set to avoid all potential
erosion periods, particularly since dust generation is also a
concern and has opposing criteria. The probability of having
heavy rain during the period of greatest excavation and earth
moving can be considered and some adjustments made to minimize
the erosion hazard, if necessary.

(cont.)
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RESPONSE

Provisions to control erosion and sedimentation are included

in Volume II, Section 5.1.4 (Water Quality) and Section 5.2.1.8
(Agquatic Biology). Controls such as sedimentation weirs,
terraces, and berms to modify the flow are mentioned along with
revegetation and minimal vegetation removal.

Re-establishment of vegetation on disturbed areas at Vandenberg,
once the disturbed area is no longer actively used, is a rclati-
vely rapid process. Weedy annual plants will invade such an
area in less than one year. 1In addition, direct revegetation
methods can also establish new vegetated areas in a year

or less. Chapparal will return to an undisturbed condition in
20 to 50 years. This recovery capability is evident in areas
that have not been disturbed at Vandenberg since the 1940's.

Potential water quality impacts during system operations are
estimated to be minimal. Accidents on roadways could result

in minor spillages of fuel or other liguids. No large quan-
tities of liquids are required by the MX system operation so
the potential for their spillage and entry into the water table
or groundwaters is not a concern.

The FEIS discusses cumulative and synergistic impacts of MX,
Space Shuttle, and LNG projects using the latest available
information. See Volume III, Chapter 3.

The Air Force cannot identify at this time which specific areas
in California other than the Vandenberg AFB area, can be expected
to experience growt:h because of MX full-scale engineering devel-
opment. The necessary contracts cannot be let until after a
decision is made to proceed with full-scale engineering develop-
ment. Without knowledge of the specific corntractors who will

be involved, pectential growth can be estimated at this time only
in terms of statewide potential.

In the context of developing the Air Quality Attainment Plan for
the northern portion of Santa Barbara County, representatives of
Vandenberg are included in the North County Steering Committee

and have, as part of their responsibility, the task of identifying
future Air Force projects with significant impacts in the Vanden-

berg area. The MX program impacts as identified in the DEIS and
FEIS are available for the committee’'s use.
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See the response to comment above. 1In addition, it will be the
responsibility of each contractor to ensurc that any increase
in emissions does not violate the non-attiinment provisions of
the Clean Air Act and its implementinry regulations.

At Vandenberg AFB, the missile flight testing program requires
vehicles similar to those used for Minuteman. Vandenberg AFB

is already equipped to handle such traffic. At future missile
deployment sites, special roads will be constructed for the

moving of missiles among aimpoints. The deployment area selection
BIS will discuss the impacts of road construction and vehicle
movements.
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY
Bruce Babbitt 1717 WEST JEEFERSON ¢ PHOENIX, ARIZONA « P O. BOX 6123 85005 Bl Jamieson, Jr.
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

August 21, 1978

T T e

Reply to
Attn. of: DD/OP

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment & Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/iIQ)
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern: Draft EIS, MX: Milestone II

This office finds no record of the Draft Environmentai Impact
Statement. The distribution of July 17, 1978 has apparently
gone astray.

TR

Additional information had been provided by you in response to
inquiry comments on an earlier draft. No further comments.

Sincerely,

(el L Pl

Richard A. Froncek
State Planner
Office of Planning

Enclosure
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IMPORTANT: RETAIN NUMBER FOR FUTURE REFERENCE

Project: Norton Air Force Base

MX: Milestone II - Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Received by State Clearinghouse ard sent for review.

S.A.I. No. Assigned: az 18-80-0042

The review is now underway. You will receive notice of the
results of the review within the time allowed by the Office
of Management_ and Buq et Circulaxr A-95, .

0 Lo
1le Yom e ear..n . "
[ Tes -
al] i l E—ss 3 i 3 i

Arizona State Clearinghouse

Phone: 271-5004
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Arizona (4 OFFICE OF
oFFicE ECONOMIC PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

OF THE
5 GOVERNOR 1700 West Washington ® Executive Tower ® Room 505 e Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Pt 4 i e MDA A 4

September 20, 1978

Capt. Langdon Kelloga

Norton Air Force Base

Civil Engineering Division

SAMSO (MNND)

Norton Air Force Base, CA Q240

P

Re: MX: Milestone !l - Draft Environmgntal Impact Statement
S.A.1. #78-80-0042

' Dear: Capt. Kellogg: i

a3 Enclosed are coptes of responses concerning the above project thich
4 were recelved dy us after our Signoff to you.

Sincerely,
%) Lfﬁwf e Leelfr?

/

. Mrs. Jo Youngbloow, Supervisor
Arizona State Clearinglouse
JY: $s
Encl.

P

W

Y
Y

R R
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SIGNOFF :
' I
. ‘ OMB AppTovat No, 20-R0218 !
2. e, Number 3. State  |3. Number i
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE Applicent's ", h polication | 1> 78-80~ 0042
— pplicati [+} g Ye A 3 ’
1. Type Of [} Preapplication b. Date s . |b. Date cer monty day
{MA:ﬂon Cl Application > Year MorthDay} Asigned 1978 08 23 '
[t
i y [ ~Z,
eppropriate EJNotification Of Intent (Opt.)f Leave
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H 1r. Ronald D. McCready, Mgr. co :
‘rogram Evaluation Section State Aspbovea Jeeatdee (SAD
1 ‘ransportation Planning Division - -
b wwizona Dept. of Transportation AUG 23, 1978 saw  AZ No. 78-80 0042
i3 .06 South 17th Avenue, Room 310 Economic Sec. Health |
: ‘hoenix, Arizona 85007 Indian Affairs Power
¢ Mineral Resources water !
From:  Arzizona State Clearinghouse Game & Fish‘ :::)és i
170G West washington Street, Roca 505 :;“:ngggf oa fyrio !
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 A3, Mining Ass'n
Civil Rights
3 Avid Lands Studies
: Arcr.eological Rese_xch
! Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu., of Geology & Mineral Tech.
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Dr. Y{1lliam H. Dresher, Director

Acizona Bureau of Geology &
Mineral Technologw
University of Arizona

$iate Applcatea I¢eaulier (SAD

a2 do. 75820042

Tucson, Arizona 85721

*m. Arizona State Clearinghouse
1700 West Washingten Street, Room 505

2hoenix, Arizona 85007 032428
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(1) the pogram's effect upoa tha plans and programs of your agancy
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3) {3 sccord mth azy applcatin law, ordes o¢ regulation with which you are famidise
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State of Arizona
Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology

Office of the Director
University of Arizona
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 884-1943

September 14, 1978
B~418-WHD

To: Arizona State Clearinghouse

William H, Dreshe
Director

From:

Regarding: State Application Identifier No. 78-80-0042
MX: Milestone Il - Draft Environmental

Impact Statement

We acknowledge that measures to protect our country should come before
all other considerations and, therefore, it may be inappropriate to
criticize oversights in the subject environmental impact statement.
However, as one vho has previously been associated with the U.S.
missile systems and held Department of Defense and Atomic Energy
Security clcarance, I am personally appalled at the amount of vital
information which is now being released to the "enemy" in the form of
an environmental impact statement. This being the case we feel that
it is perfectly valid that we critique the subject statement.

The geological setting discussed in the subject statement, in our
opinion, is totally inadequate. A project which depends so much on the
use of the earth for its viability deserves considerably more of a
detailed analysis of the earth processes which may be in action at the
proposed sites, earthquake risk, for example. It is interesting to note
that the total treatment of the potential earthquake hazard to the
facilities (each of which contain nuclear explosives) is dispatched in
four sentences in Volume III. Further, the idea that minerals may be

a part of the earth's resources in these areas apparently has not been
considered. When mentioned at all, minerals are treated under "economic"
impact; e.g. loss of mining revenue to the region. Little mention is
made of the impact on the admittedly large areas which will be lost to
exploration and potential development of any earth resource be it mineral
or geothermal energy in spite of the fact that the statement acknowledges
that trere is active mining and additional mineral and geothermal encrgy
potential in several of the areas under consideration.

2-1

We are concerned in general about the lack of recognition in this state-
ment as well as in others which we have reviewed that mineral resources,
too, are an integral part of our national security and defense. it was
not too many years ago that the federal government was actively engaged
in building up our mineral supply capability. The Duval-Sierrita copper
and molybdenum nine, for «.ample, was begun in 1967 under federal loan
provisions of the Defense Production Act of 1950. HNumerous of Arizona's
nineral deposits were discovered under mineral exploration programs
sponsoréd by the federal government. Now, during the decade of the 70's,
minerals are not important. We should ask ourselves who is fooling who?

A Divisfon of the
University of Arizona
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State Application ldentifier No. 78-80-0042

Volume 1V

Page IV ~ 16
Table 1-3
ltem 2

Page IV - 97
Figure 3-8
Item 12

and
Page IV - 103
Para 3.2.16

General

"Depths to water of confined aquifers more than 50 ft. (15 m)
were not considered." This statement is either erroncous or.
at best, confusing. Does it mean that areas where the water-
table is more than 30 feet deep are eliminated from further
consideration as passible basing areas? Or does it mean that,
for those areas, depth to groundwater is eliminated as a
possible limiting parameter in the site selection process?

This Department is in almost totai disagreement with Paragraph
3.2.16. In Arizona the cement shortage is not a result of
environmental restrictions on production facilities. Cement
production facilities in Arizona are running at, or near full
capacity.

The cited historical trends in unused capacity do not refle. ¢
the current situation. The surplus in Arizona is virtually
nonexistent. <Contractors are standing in line waiting for an
allocated amount each month.

The shortage in 4rizona is not viewed as a temporary one either,
Our suppliers are providing cement for two major projects,

the Central Arizona Project and the Palo Verde Nuclear
Generating Station, which consume a combined total of 14 percent
of the generating capacity in the State. Both projects have
construction schedules that extend into the mid to late 1980's.
In addition we are in the midst of the largest home construction
boom in the history of the State and possibly the nation. It
may level off in the near future., But in light of the mounting
energy problems in the northeastern states, it would be foolish
not to at least consider the possibility that net migration to
the sunbelt states will remain high, and that the demand for new
housing will also remain high.

It is therefore recommended that the entire statement on the
potential impact the MX project would have on Arizona's cement
supplies be re-evaluated.

Any projects selected for construction in Arizona relative to
the MX program must be compatible with the State's air quality
management plan (called the State Implementation Plan;
currently under revision, which is due for completion by

early 1979) and the State Water Quality Management Plan
(currently under development with scheduled completion by
April 1979).
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AT, len Swanson, Exec. Dir.

Pima Association of Gov'ts.
405 Transamerica Building

State Apphiatioa icestder (SAD

v, 78-80-0042

Tocsen, Arizena 85701 AUG 23, 1978 o AD
. ’ L3ie na
Eccpomic Sec. #ealch
Indian_ Affairs Pcwer
c Mineral Resouxces water
rromi Geme & Fish Parks
05 Transportation Land
Ag. & Hort. . AORCC

Az. Mining Ass'n

Civil Rights

Arid Lancs Studies
Archaeological Research
environamental Studies

Center for Puklic Affairs
Prescost Historical Sociecy
Renewable Nattral Resouxces
Bu., of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OZPAD: R. Xingery

Fegion 1
Fegion ii
Region IV
Region Vi

TRis project s tefaned 19 y2u for seview and comment, Pleass evaliatz as to:

(1) fRe progmam’®s effect cron the plans and Fregnams of yous 33250y
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Ne ssmmers o thus projecs
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. FAIM TO € COVBLETTD 3V RLVIIWING ACENCY
o
Dr. Kenneth Kimsey, Director State Astisston idrzudes itAD)
Prescott Historical Soclety - - b
415 West Gurley Street AUG 23, 1978 sae  AZ No. 78 80 0042
Prescott, AZ 86301 Scono....c Seg. Yealin
Indian Affairs Power
Mineral Resources water
From:  Amizena State Clearinghouse Gare & Fish Parks
1700 West Waszington Street, Reen 505 5“S?°"ta“°“ ) kg;gc
Frecenix, Axizcna 85007
Civil R. hts
Arid Lands Studies
Archaeolcgical Reseaxch
Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society —
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Xingery
This project is referzad £ . Regicn I
20ject 3 10 you fot review 20.d comment Please evaliate asto: Reg:.on I
Region IV
»
(1) e ogam's effzct Lpon the plans and progrms of your agency Regien VI

(2) theimporunce of jis cemndution to State andfor arsawide goals and sbhyecaves

(3) i
) adds

lease petu

2%

No

o D

3¢zoid with any applicable law, order of revulation with which vou 102 famJiar
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FAPM TO V& COVALITIN 2V 2TLITWING ACENCY
>
Mr, Andrew L.
c L Bettwy State Arphiczuca I2sstider 1SAl)
omm., Department of Land
;‘;‘24 W. Adams St., 4th Floor AUG 23, 1978 e 2z No. 188070042
oenix, Arizona 85007 Econcinic Sec. Health
Indian affairs Fowex
Mineral Resources Water
From:  Ardzona State Clearinghouse Gaze & Fish Parks
1700 West Yiashington Stveet, Room 503 ?zan:pggietxon iiﬁf"'
Fhoenix, Axizona 85007 23: Mining Ass'n i

Tas protect is refarrad 10 you for review and comment, Plaie evaiuats as to:

(1) the pzopram’s ¢ffect vpon the plins 35d programs of your sges

(2) e vmperuancs of its zontriduticn to State and/or az2avade Joals ané 23328nves
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Environmental Studies
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RecenED

s 04 1918

Comrmenty (Ve sediticnal thezief seczusary)

STATE LAND Derte =

Aol

Zavesver

N

Sgrair }\Z}//@/;&? '/"‘.. :

.
T

Public Comments VI - 2-11




il A

T e

| ;
i1 :
i
. FORM TO 2€ COMPLETED W REVITWING ACENCY
f >
' ¥r. Clinton M. Pattea
: Zxecutive Secretary State Arziciuon [deanter (SAL)
X Indian Affairs Comnission
1€45 West Jefferson St. AUG 23, 1978 sue  AZ No. 78"‘80 0042
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Indian Affairs Power
. Mineral Resources Water
From:  Arzizena State Clearinghouse Gare & Fish Parks
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Civil Rights
Arid Lands Studies
Archaeological Research
Environmental Studies
Center for Fublic Affairs
Prescott iHistorical Society
Rencwable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geolougy & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery
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Ak L s et e o 1 e e i TR R

(1) the program’s effect Lyon the Flans 3ad pregrams of your agenc
ay " .
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x
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Arizona State Parks Tate Asplitauon fetsuier (SAD :
1688 W. Maws Room 109
Phoenix, 2rizona 85007 AUiG 23, 1978 sme  AZ  No. 78-80- 0042
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Indian Affairs Power
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Environmental Studies
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{2) the mporuncs of I3 sorinbuticn 10 Statz and/or 2reawide poals and objeczves
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¥r. Arthur G. Garcia,Exec. dir.
Assistant Attorney General Sate Arslesten leezuter (SAY)
Arizona Civil Rights Division
1645 W, Jefferson Street UG 23, 1978 swe 2z vo. (880 0042
b .
Phoenix, Arizena 85007 N Econonic Sec. Eealth
Indian Affairs Power
Comm . . Mineral Resources Water
Fram.  Azizena Stake Clearinchouse Garme & Fish Pa:ﬁs
1700 West Vashingoon Stveel, Feom SC5 Transgortaticn Lan
Sroenix ...:.....,’ 55007 ®, Reem SC3 Ag. & Hort. * AORCC
B satns v z, Mining Ass'n
Civil Richts ~
arid Lanés Studies
Archaeological Research
Environrental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Histcrical Soclety
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery
This Froject s refemed to you for seview and comment, Flease evaluate as to: iggigg §I
Region 1V
Region VI

(1) the propram’s effect pon the plins and pregrams of yous 1gancy

b i . -l et .
(2) the inporuncs of its sonwidutica 1o State andfor 2r2avade goals and objecuves
(3} s acssrd with any 2pplicadie Jaw, order of regulanion with wkich you tre Himilar
2) 1dcizonet conmdzmuns

Toase : "".-':. .‘:\. A ® IRC oY
; = TH1S FORIT AND € ZREX CCPY o ke cleannghouwse zo ter thaz 17 working £2vs Zom the date aoted wove
tease &, 228 the Leanngneuse J you Tanker mferbation of additional time [0t review, :

T N5 soTenest oo this Froject

o Paynesal g cammamad b cra.
w Propesalis ipporad 18 antien
- Commenrs i iacicated elow

comresys Ce alznenal sheels ! nsczssary)

RECEIvgp

£ 0 4 AT 2 £ 1978
. (...O\(t\-}..:%m...-.zé.‘..;.,):;344‘1/‘,(-_;;}‘\‘,;»..... Dl

4530 Tyt T e ———
. Executive Director 271-5263
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FORM TO 38 COMPLETED BY UEVIEWING ACENCY

To:‘ o ——)

Mr. Les Ormsby, Admin. State Appicaton [¢enuder (SAL)

Arizona Power Authority

AUG 23, 1978 se AZ w. 718-80-0042

1810 West Adams Street
Economic Sec. Health

Phoenix, Arizona 85005 Indian Affairs Power—
Mineral Resources Water
Fzom: Arxizona Stake Clearinghouse Game & Fish_ Parks
1700 Wast Washington Street, Room 505 grannggggCLOn ﬁéﬁgc
Phoenix, Axrizona 85007 Ag: Mins.ng.Ass'n
Civil Rights

Arid Lands Studies
Archaeological Research
Environmental Studies

Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery

This profect is referred o you for review and corment, Pleass evaluate as to: gggigg §I
Region IV
(1) the program’s eifect upon the plaus and progrims of your ageacy Region VI
(2) theimp ol its fbution 1o State andfor areawide goals 1nd objectives
(3) its accord with any agplicadle law, cxder of regulation with which you are familiag
(4) sdditionat consideratizne

Prsse retars THES_FOPM AND ONE XEROX COPY 1y e ctearsghouse so st taa 17_working days £om thedace motod shove,

X Pleass contact the clearinghouss if you ncad fusther Information or additiona! tite for revizw,

,ﬁ No comment on this project
O Proposalis supported s wnttea
G Commeats as irdicated below

Co et (Use additional sheets if Y)
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ovensr sy A, /kﬂ% - ;/z;,//zr/
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FARM T 3E COMILITIS SY LWL AING AGENCY
O
Dr. James Becker > s
Center for Public Affairs Sium Agpicauon ferstier (SAD
Arizona State Universit ~-80-0042
Tempe, Arizona 85281 y AUG 23, 1978 e AZ No, 18-80 001“‘
Economic Sec, Health
Indian Affairs Power
‘ineral Resources Water
from:  Arizena State Clearinghcusa Game & Fish Parks
1700 west Washington Street, Reem SCS ;‘ran:p?{;::tion kg;g..
Phoenix, Avizorna 85007 Ag: Hihing’hss'n -
Civil Rights

Arid Lands Studies
Archaeological Reseaxch
Environmental Studies

Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Rerewable Natural Resources
Bu, of Geoloyy & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kinger

. . Region I
Thus projestis referred 0 you for saview and comment. Please evaluaate as 10t R:gion II
Region IV
(1) the ;rogram's eflect upon the plans ard pregmams of yous agency Region VI

(3) 2elmportance of its contribution to State 2ndfor 2reawile goals and objecsives

(3) itsaccord with 1ny spplicadle law, order of segulst-on with which you are familisr
(4) addivonal conslderations

Piease returs THIS FORM AND ONE XEROX COPY % e cteanngrouse no fater thun 17_working _days tom e dste votd sbo
Please contact whe cleacirghorse if you nesd funber lnformation ot additional time foc review, e

O No camment cn this project
) 2roposal is sspported as wnitten
%% Commeats as indicated Selow

Comments: (Uss additional shezts if recessary) This project will be infiationery at no less

than the 5 to 7 billion Aollar level.
The ovroject will have the effect of depressins
regional and local economios.xhbmxiixterniiatzaxy when it terninates.
There will be unemoloyment precipitated when the
project terminates.
The project will cause transfers of income snd of
tax bese in a psttern that has no reasoned national Interest pattern.
The project is a response to a Soviet uparading
of their ability to kill--and that 3oviet resoonse 1s a resoonse to
a US uperading--and this response will result in uparading of our ]
ability, as reportsd in the stetement "deploy & new misslle tochnolooy."

Rey erver’s Sigazture,., --é,‘./,ﬁé éM/ Date. 8-28-78

Prof. Center for Public Affairs

vos wwuees @ ascreve ues amas vas Teitzaone,

965-3926

7 anrrevmsemtestrsesmrnensars wrI-x Suer

Tale, i coe
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FORM TO 38 COMALETSL 1 _s3vii v Auoavw,

Mr. Rolead H. Sharer
State Liaison Officer, AUNCC

State Applcaton [dmtildee (SAT)

iz vo. 18-80-0042

1333 W, Camelback, Suite 206
Phoenfx, Arizona 85013

toe:  Axizona State Clearinghouse
1700 west Washington Street, Roon 505
Phoenix, Axizora 85007

Tkis 2roject is refarsed to you for teview and comment. Please evaluate as to:

(1) the program’s effact opon the plans and pregrams of your sgency
(2) helmportmcs of its contribution to Stats and/oc arawide gouls and objectives

() i3acc07d with acy applicable law, orcee of regulation with which you are familiacs
(4) additional considenitions

“eas o= THIS FORM AND ONE XEROX COPY ¢4 ne ceariagh

A'O'RC.C_

AUG 23, 1978 State
Economic Sec. Health
Indian Affairs Power
Mineral Resources Water
Game & Fish Parks
Transportation Land
Ag. & Hort. AQRCC—
Az. Mining Ass'n
civil Rights

Arid Lands Studies
Archaeoicgical Research
Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs

Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources

Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery

Py
T @id
k”/EJD Region II

Aezsyg,~ ey

Region I

oo later thaa 17 _working days frem ihe date aoted above,

Zexze connac: the claringhouss if you nusd fusther information ot additional time foe review.

\i(.‘lo camment on this project
0 2roposal is supporzed 15 written
C Comnments 1 rdlcated Selow

PO—

< {Use additional shaets if Y)

i

)

Peviewer's §i

Tide,
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FORM TN MS CAMPLITED 3Y REVIEWING AGENECY

R el i o o et =*=* i e L -

Dr. R. Gwinn vivian
Arizona State Archacologist
Arizona Statc Museum AUG 23, 1978

State Azpuicauon I¢eatder (SAD)

az No. 18-80-0042

State
Tucson, AZ 85721 £conon.c Sec. Health
Indian Affairs power
Mineral Resources Water
from:  Arizona State Clearinghouse Game & Fish Parks
1700 West Washington Street, Room 505 :;an:pg:g:tion ggggc
Phoenix, Arizona 35007 . )

Az. Mining Ass'n

Civil Rights

Arid Lands Studies
Archacological Research
Environmental Studies

Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R, Kingery

Region I
Thus profect is referred tn you far review and comment, Mease evaluats a8 to: Region IT
Region IV
(1) the progzam’s effect upon the plans and pregrams of your igency Region VI

Q?) theimportanes of its soatnbutien to State and/or areawide goals and odjectives

(3) It accord with any apolicable law, order of regulation with whichk you sre familise
(4) sdditional consideraons

Please retern THIS FORM AND CNE XEROX COPY o pre etessinghouse mo later thaa 17 Working days from the date notad 1hove,

Flease coaraes the sleannghouse if you resd funker Information or sdditicnal time for review,

G No camment on thus project
N\E\roposal is supporied 1s wnitten
C Cemments as 1ndicated below

Commenis: (Uss additional sheets if accessary)

]
Y
‘s A
Reviewer's Sig 7 “ J‘J‘/‘- Lo Date....... A&!E&’.ﬁ.?&l"l?_._..
Ve

Tule... fssogiate, Archaeologist Teleshors., 6261761

Public Comments VI -
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FORM TO 38 COMPLETTD Y AEVIEWING AGENCY

AUG 241978
Mr. Adolfo Echeveste Acting Chief Suate Appticauon [dsutes (SAD)
0f£ffce of Planning
Dept, of Economfc Security AUG 23, 1978 sus A% No. 78-80-0042
1717 YWast Jeffsrson Economic Sec.-—" Health
Rhoerix, Arizona 85007 Indian Affairs Power
Mineral Resouxces Water
Trom:  Arizona State Cleaxinghouse Game & Fish Parks
1700 West Washingtcn Street, Fzom 505 :ran:pggg:tion kgggc
Fhoenix, Arizona 85007 FER Mining ass'n
Civil Rights
Arid Lands Studies
Archasological Research
Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescott Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery
Thas project is referzed 10 you for seview and comment, Pleasa evaluats as to: é:gig: %I
Region IV
Region VI

(1) the rogram’s effect upoa the plans and pregrams of your sgency

Q) theimp offus butiea to State and/or areawide goals and objeczives
(3) its accord with 20y 3pplicable law, order ot regulation with which you are famdiar
{4) addinoimi conuderatians

Please recce THIS FORM AND CHE XEROX COPY 5 thy tearinghiowse oo tater than 17 working davs Gom the date noted ssove,

Please contacs e cearinghouss if you need further Information ot additional tme for review,
pti

No scmment on this project
© oposatis supportad 1 wnitten
€ Comments 13 indicated selow

e WM‘& T Wm i Xt icomind

R U

R S [ o

S

(o (Use ade. U sheets if Y)

, /
%’: %\M\ ng )//‘7,/7'( ”

o ? I
Reviewer's Sigr
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% FARM YO 2¢ COM2LITED Yy TVIEWING AGENCY,
0t P ¥
4 pUE - LY
i Mr. David Landrith, Executive Stats Agpileaica Icesuder (SAJ)
2 Director, SEAGO -
: 118 Arizona Street AUG 23, 1978 e Az No. 18780-0042
' isbee, Arizona 8560 Economic Sec. Health
B ' z 85603 Indian Affairs Power
3 Mineral Resources Watex
Flom: Arizona State Clearinghouse Game & Fish Paxks
1700 West Washington Street, Pcom 505 Transportation Land
Pheenix, Ariz - Ag. & Hort. AORCC
E nix, zona 85007 Az. Mining Ass'n 07831/
i Clvil Rights
Arid rLands Studies
Archaeological Reseaxch
Environmental Studies
Center for Public Affairs
Prescett Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resources
Bu. of Geology & liineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kingery
Thus project is teferred to you for teview and commert. Pl Reglon I
mment, Please evaluate as to: Region IT
Region Iv
(1) the program’s effecs upon the plans ard programs of your 1g2ncy Reglon VI

{2) theimportance o its contabution o Staze aadjor armawnde §oals 44 sbjectnes

{3) its aczord with aay applicabls law, order of ssguiation with whick you s lamlar
(4) addiuonal wasideratrzns

texe rera THIS_FOP AND ONE XEROX COPY g pre cenmighouse oo tater than 17 working d

Plaase contszs the clearnjhouse if you nead further information ae additional time fo¢ 2evizey,

\A«:mmem an this project

S Zraposalus supporisd 1s whitten
G Commeats a3 :indicated tefow

aYs {rom the date noted above,

Lomrealy: (Uss acd.ional sheeds of 1zcessay)
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£~ TH 2L COMPI ETID BY ITVITRING AGINCY

v Faoars [anayy, brcsion Stats Apphicauon fSeauder ($224
Dottt o Hoalth Sy e
P . - -k
oA te s Frrest AUG 23, 1978 siste  AD m.78 80-0042
S, ALana HUlT Toonomic Sec. Hoalth
Indian Affairs Power
Mineral Resources Water
som. Arzizena Stata Clearinghcuse Game & Fish Paxks
1700 West Washiajton Stresat, Room S0O5 Transportation Land
Ph i, Azi a Ag. & Hort. . AORCC
oenix, Azizena 35007 Az. Mining Ass'n
Civil Rights
Arid fands Studies

Archacological Research
Environmental Studies

Center for 2ublic Affairs
Prescett Historical Society
Renewable Natural Resoursces
Bu. of Geology & Mineral Tech.
OEPAD: R. Kinrory

N . ot Region I
U F1oject is teferred o you for teview and comment. Please evaluate as13: Region 11

kegion IV

Reglon Vi

(1) the pregram’s effect spon the plans and pregrazs of your 1genzy

(2) thewmportancs of 1ts sontzibut.on to State sndior areavide goalsand objecaves

; (3) its accord with aay appleable law, osder ar trsulatroa wuth which you so2 famuiiae
1) addiuonal onsidecatians :

sae retwen YHES FORI AND GHE XERAX CTPY o we

; the cleannghouse no fater than 17 workinc davs fom ibe date sotsd avove.
+ =a3€ $OAIIE the eanngnowe J you nead {arther information of additional sume (0r r2view.

-

] « No somment ¢n thas project

= Propesal i3 supportad 1 vatien
Corrents 33 indicated below

Tommead, (Us additional shests if necessary)

See Attached Sheet.

[T
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Incorporated |
In City of Burlington |
1888 1394 Webster Avenue !
Burlington, Colo. 80807 l
September 2, 1978 f
E
!E
§
Deputy for Environment and Safety t
Office of the Sccretary of the Air Force (SAF-HIQ) :
Washington, D.C. 20330 {
i
Sir: =
It is extremely difficult for me to name even onec positive factor which i
© would have you even consider including our area in your proposed MX f
! Missile Base Sites. ,
+ In your proposul, you are asking not only the people of this area, but :
| the entire world to sacrifice one of our most valued resources....food. .
1 You are proposing to climinate some of the most productive farm ground !
.+ in the United States....pl 3 climinate several communities. Also they i
are beginning to make some respectable finds of natural gas and oil in
¢ some of the areas that you are proposing to elimanate.
I find the project most distasteful as it is another classic example of
"government by the governnment" not by the people. i
' I would also like to point out to you that your "Public Notice" of your |
intentions is severely lacking as general news recleases were certainly
not distributed to the mass media in the area, Thus, in reality, you
have not even provided the people an opportunity to pr<test.
ROL HUDLER We urge you to move to another gite for the MX Missile Base Sites. .
Mayor .
LESTER McLAIN Yours Truly, !
City Adminlstrator L - 9 N
JOHN €. PENNY e ’_/4,/(.. . |
City Attorney Rol Hudler ]
Hayor
PHYLLIS COLLINS City of Burlington

City Clerk

SHIBLEY LONG ‘
City Treasurer H
RH:

COUNCILMEN:

Bill Yersin
Dave McArthur
Norman Travis
Joe Hendricks
Dallas Stevens
Don Stewart

Public Comments VI - 2-23
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Secretasry for Rasources
1416 Ninth Sctreet
Secimmimto, Celifornia 93814°

Attnt U, Feaok Goodson .

Depariment of Fish ond Gome

.

PCR 78080833 MX Milestons IX

Wa have revieved the draft BIS for the aubject project and Find ft' fnadequate
in déscribing the potentisl Iwpacts to wildiife located within Yandenberg ALk

Force Pese due to the proponed testing of the Discrete LauncH snd/ox Hybrid
Pwrisd Trench missile systews.

We have specific concerns for the protection of the Cnlffornia léast tern
neating colony in the vicinity of the mouth of Sin Antonie Creek. Based wpon
studisn conducted by the Departwant of Vish and Game we find this colony wnique
within the breeding range of thic species. Bacauss of the natural ecological
oconditions which chermctecike this colony, these birdé say beé particularly
susceptible to extraordinary disturbances such am missile testing. As the dtaft
KIS haxa pointed out, sowe lesst tern colonies have becowe conditioned to aircrafe
and ORV traffit, However, thoss dfsturbances way liwit colony growth amd
reproducrion success: Although the San Antonld colony hes wmdeubtedly oxperitnesd
some disturbances, these disturbances are infrequent. The addfcion of several’
poorly tired ihtenve disturlisnces c¢ould have 8 much more secious effect om the
colony In question than at other conditioned culonies, We srv eware of one
example discussed in the scientifie literature sttributing the abandonwent of

% tern colomy of snother epecies to aircrsft and associated sonit boows.

We cecommend that wors wpecifit Information bé included 1h rhe KIS regeiding the
ifmpacts vpon lanct tera nesting colonies due to exceasive noibe levels end
adesile launch operations and flight path trajectories. It would be particularly
faportent to compare the nolse levels generated by the proposed projéct b those
as 8 rexulr of padt opezatiuns wnd determine the cumulative distutbance wihich .
the colony will' experiénce f# the future. It should be emphasired that the terni
ara most sensitive during the courtship and nest site selectioh phese of the
breedihy sunson. Thua, pargitular sttentfon sisuld b6 prnid o the fyreuancy

and degres of disturbance as a vesuit of operatione from mid April through July.

Wé secoimmend that the Discxete Launch systea be pelectad as it will vesult ii
Jnas Swpact to wildiife habitar than by the dévelopwent of the Mybrid Diried’
Yrench systes.
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State of California
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH
1400 TENTH STREET

SACRAMENTO 95814
(916) 445-0613

August 31, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

SUBJECT: SCH 78080835 - MX: MILESTONE II
Dear Dr. Stern:
This is to confirm our telephone conversation of August 23, 1978
regarding the State review of the Milestone II Environmental
Impact Statement. The review period for the above document
ends September 22, '978.
If you have any questions, contact me at (916) 445-0613.
Sincerely,
’ 0"’
24 Y i -

Scott Warner
Project Coordinator

cc: Major Alan D. Sabsevitz

SAMSO/MNI
Norton AFB, CA 92409

Public Comments VI - 2-27




7

~-,w~,.ﬁ§§;:i,hu e

e o ]

e e

9F_Coz,

Department of Local Affairs S 3

Colorado Division of Planning
Philip H. Schmuck, Director 1976
: Richatd D, Lamm, Governor

September 5, 1978

Mr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
MX: Milestone 1I

Dear Mr. Stern:

The Colorado Clearinghouse has received the above-referenced Environmental
Impact Statement and has distributed it for review by interested state
agencies. The Colorado Department of Healtbh and the Colorado Department

of Agriculture have responded on behalf of the State in this matter. Their
comments are enclosed.

Several state agencies have expressed interest in obtaining copies of this
EIS to assist them in coordinating their programs in the event that a
Colorado site is selected for the missile base. We therefore request an
additional three (3) copies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement be
sent to the Colorado Clearinghouse. In addition, if a Colorado site is
selected, we would appreciate twenty-four (24) coples of the site-specific
EIS for review.

Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposal.
. Very truly yours,

Stephen 0. Ellis
Principal Planner

SE/CG3 /vt
Enclosure

cct Office of the Governor

Department of Health
Department of Agriculture

520 State Centennial Building, 1313 Shetmon Street, Denver, Colorado 80203 (303) 892-2351
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Richatd 0. Lamm AGRICULTURAL COMUMISSION

| T el
Goverror 2 Clarence Stone, Center
Chaitman
1 ~ -’ T3 i A, Staphens, Gypaum
% . 0 William
dﬁ Vice:Cheirman
J. Evan Goulding '

Gommussroner COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE Ben Eagtman, Hotchkiss

John L, Malloy, Denvar
406 STATE SERVICES BUILDING

M, C. McCarmick, Holly
1925 SHERMAN STREET €lton Miller, Fort Lustoa

Donsld L. Svedman DENVER, COLORADO 80203 Kay 0. Motison, Fleming
Deputy Commissioner Willtam H, Webster, Greeley
ot " ‘ September 1, 1978 Xenneth G, Witmore, Denver
»

MEMORANDUM

- m - - —— - —

TO: Phil Schmuck
Director
Division of Planning

FROM: J. Evan Goulding .k‘-'z /e A~

Commissioner

¥

- SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIS: MX Milestone II

T

It is our understanding from reading the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
’ MX: Milestone II, that a separate environmental statement will be prepared for
site selection (Vol. 1 pg. v-vi). In order to alert you to the issues which we

feel are of major concern in this environmental impact analysis, we have outlined
the following key points:

1. On August 30, 1976, the Council on Environmental Quality released a memorandum
. for heads of federal agencies on the "Analysis of Impacts un Prime and Unique
‘ Farmland in Environmental Impact Statements." The following paragraph is
: taken from this memorandum:

Federal agencies should attempt to determine the existence of
prime and unique farmlands in the areas of impact analyzed in
environmental impact statements prepared in compliance with
Section 102(2)(c) of the NEPA (National Environmental Policy
Act). This should include threats to the continued use and 2-8
viability of these farmlands, not only from direct construction
activities, but also from urbanization or other changes in land
use that might be induced by the federal action.

X
I3
;
£
5
£
i
i
F

Any analysis of potential sites must include the delineation of prime and
unique farmlands within each site, For example, the EIS should be cognizant
of the fact that Yuma, Phillips, Sedgewick, Logan, Morgan, Washington, Lin-
coln, and Kit Carson counties--in Colorado, part of the South Platte site--
contain 80 percent of the state's prime agricultural land, some 1,656,000
acres. The analysis should also include what the direct and indirect impacts
of this action would be upon the agricultural infrastructure of the region,

i
!
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MEMORANDUM

Phil Schmuck
: Page 2
September 1, 1978

the regional economy and the economy of the state, This is of particular
importance to our state since agriculture is Colorado's second-largest 2-8(cont)
industry.

2. Land use maps showiny irrigated cropland, dry cropland, and rangeland that
would be affected by the proposed action should also be developed in order
for the impacts to be clearly understood.

The initial draft EIS states that the South Platte area is mainly rangeland.
It should be pointed out, however, that irrigated acreage in this eight-
county region has increased dramatically in recent years and now accounts
for over 25 percent of the state's irrigated cropland., Since the products
| from irrigated agriculture represent two-thirds of the value of all crop
production in the state, the loss of any significant amount of irrigated
cropland could have serious economic repercussions for the region and the
state,

An analysis of the effects of depletion of water supplies as a result of
the proposed activities should also be included since this will have a
direct impact on agriculture in the region.

E-S
.

5. A careful analysis of the indirect impacts of these actions upon agricul-
ture should be conducted. The loss of the necessary agricultural services
(seed, implement dealers, etc.) as a result of the decrease in farm acreage
will likely cause remaining agricultural producers to travel farther for
these services, thus increasing their cost of operation and decreasing

r their profits.

S e e e R e i
iy S ———
(7]
-

We hope these comments will be helpful in the writing of the EIS analyzing
potential sites for the project. If we can be of any further assistance, please
contact us,

JEG:JR:ew

Bl oLk, UR o e Y
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COLORADD DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

4210 E.1MTH AVENLUE DENVER 80220 PHONE 388-811 EXT. 329
ANTHOANY ROBBINS. M.D..M.P.A, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

DATE:  August 25, 1978
SUBJECT: NON-STATE ASSISTANCE

REVIEW AND COMMENTS
T0: Mr. Stephen O. Ellis

Colorado A-95 Clearinghouse
Division of Planning

PROJECT TITLE: MX: Milestone II - Department of the Air Force (78-118)
STATE IDENT!FIER: NA

COMMENTS DUE BY: September 5, 1978

YesD No [:] Is this project consistent with the goals and
objectives of this agency?

Yesr_—l No D Is there evidence of overlapping of duplica~
tion with other agencies?

Yes!:i No D Is meeting desired with applicant?

YesD No [_| A 15-day extension is requested.

Comments: Air Pollution Control: It is unlikely that the proposed actions would
significantly impact air quality in Colorado. Expansion of existing aircraft and re-

lated industry would require air pollution emission permits to the extent that it re- -

quired process modifications and/or increases in emissions to the atmosphere.
The discussion in Volume II concerning Colorado, Page 11-36, should be corrected as
foilows: About 11 percent of Colorado's electric power generating capacity is
hydro (1976); Delete "Electric production in 1975 was 51,3 percent of electric
generating capacity." That doesn't mean much to anybody.

The City of Denver generates none of its own electric power. It is provided by
Public Service Company of Colorado, Most of the coal production in Colorado comes
from the northwestern portion of the State, not the svuthwestern Four Corners Regilon.

Name, Title £ Phone
S0C-3, Feb 77
ATTACHMENT B AUG 2 91978

L. ©° Fitlabg

2-10
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MX: Mllestone II - Department of the Air Force (78-118) - Page 2
August 25, 1978

Radiation and Hazardous Wastes Control:

Since Colorado is one of the primary proposed sites for this systen,
we are concerned about two deficiencies in this report:

1) We did not see a discussion of the vulnerability and
effects from available countermeasures. It would

2)

1
3
E;

4
|

VI ~ 2-32
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appear that a shallow tr nch System only twenty miles
long would be vulnerable to 100 megaton weapons and
would invite their use. The blast and downwind effects
from 100 megaton weapons requires a different conceptual
framework than does the presently deployed 1-10 megaton
weapons,

There 18 no discussion of alternative deployment systems
such as mobile launchers on the bottom of the Great Lakes
or some Western reservoirs. Tunnels could also be utilized
under those lakes.

Micki Barnes, Program Administrator

Public Comments
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT
340 CAPITOL AVENUE HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06118

Avgust 25, 1978

Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Attention: Carlos Stern, Ph.D.
Dear Sir:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on MX: Milestone
IT has been received by this Office and offered for review and
comment to appropriate state agencies.,

As of this writing no comments have been reveived by this
Office from these agencies. Should any comments be received
between now and the end of the comments period (September 5, 197&)
they will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely,

/)ﬂn- \-&-)’V\u"‘bv——-—‘

Aden H, Maben
State Clearinghouse Coordinator
Intergovernmental Relations Division

AHM/ftm
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September 4, 1978

Neoma Parks, Project Review Coordinator
State Office of Planning and Programming
P.0. Box 94601

Lincoln, NE 68509

RE: MX: Milestone II EIS
Dear Ms. Parks:

The Region 19 Council of Governments, 2s an A-95 regional clearinghouse,

has reviewed the above environmental impact statement. It was felt that

several areas of the impact statement should have been more specific or 2-13
needed further clarification, i.e., impact on water and electrical usage.

It was also felt that the term "range land" did not take into account the

many acres of irrigated farmland which would be affected by this project. 2‘{4

By formal motion of the council, the environmental impact statement for the *
proposed missile silo installation in West Central Kebraska was given an
unfavorable comment.

For the Council,

/f”éx £ @nge,

Glen D. Ashmore, Chairman
cc: 'fgvil Engineering Division
Norton A.F.B., California 92409
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Hillage nf Hayes Center

Huyes Center, Neheusku 69032

Carlos Stern
Deputy for Enviroment & Safety
Office of the Sec. of the Air Force

SAFAIQ
Washington, D, C., 20030

Dear Mr. Carlos:

Please find enclosed a copy of our Resolution adopted at our
Hayes Center Village Board lL.eeting on September 4, 1978 concerning
the proposed MX hissile Site location of Hayes County, Nebraska,

It is the consenus of the entire Village Board that such a site
in Hayes County would be far from benefical to anyone in the entire
area,

We would appreciate your support and we thank you for your
cooperation in this matter,

Sincerely yours,

el

Van Korell, Chairman of the Board

VI - 2-36 Public Cowments
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CHAIRMAN
Pinhed Carlyte Kiohne
Y VICE CHAIAMAN, STATE,
gheatej‘. QO uthwest boedd FEDERAL, REGIONAL
- v €dlown

) VICE CHAIRMAN, LOCAL
REGIONAL  FLANNING  COMMISSION Y SUCAETARY TREACURER

- * - Saltysnn McCus

:A v ; ' ;(’::::‘u:vc DIRECTOA

Phone 316-275-9176 P.0. Box 893 1118 f‘_lg{th Tgylor ) Garden City, Kansas 67846

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

August 21, 1978

70: cCarlos Stern, Ph.D.
Deputy for Environrent
and Safety
Department of the Alr Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Re, MX: Mllestone II EIS Review

The only comment we can make, with authority, on this
project Is that it will consume an unholy amount of prime
agricultural land, which would obviously affect international
agricultural trade (an issue which the EIS did not address).

Also, we couldn't find a discussion of the negative
social and economic impacts in cur area.

Respectfylly,
e
_-_/e/t’(‘f ’ C T

Aerald Cooper
Executive Director

GC:rd

cc: Representative Keith Sebelius
Senator Robert Dole

60 LOCAL GOVERNMENTS COOPERATING FOR A GREATER SOUTHWEST KANSAS

CLARKCOUNTY & FINNEYCOUNTY o FORDCOUNTY ¢ GRANTCOUNTY @ GRAYCOUNTY ¢ GREELEY COUNTY
HAMILTONCOUNTY © HASKELLCOUNTY ¢ HODCEMANCOUNTY o KEAANYCOUNTY o LANE COUNTY
MEADICOUNTY o  MORTONCOUNTY ¢ NEISCOUNTIY o  SCOTT COUNTY
SEWARD COUNTY © STANTONCOUNIY o STEVENSCOUNTY o WICHITA COUNTY

Public Comments VI - 2-35

e

M e = 3 o L . e

N e




Ll

Hillage of Bayes Center

Hayen Center, Nebruasha 69032

Carlos Stern

Deputy for Enviroment & Safety
0ffice of the Sec., of the Air Force
SAFAIQ

Washington, D, C, 200%0

Dear Mr, Carlos:

Please find enclosed a copy of our Resolution adopted at our
Hayes Center Village Board lLeeting on September 4, 1978 concerning
the proposed 'Y hissile Site location of Hayes County, Nebraska,

It is the consenus of the entire Village Board that such a gite
in Hayes County would be far from benefical to anyone in the entire
area,

We would appreciate your support and we thank you for your
cooperation in this matter,

Sincerely yours,

L zoclletf

Van Korell, Chairman of the Board

VI -~ 2-36 Public Comments
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1 § Hilluye of Hayes Center :
¥ 7 Neges Gentee, Nebraske 50022
; % T %+ fordon So t lnczuduad the fulloming r.3stationt
I e 1t res lves clat the Village Board of Truslews o0 Haos & nts =y X s
56 1 87ate the fol lowing Resolution with regards to uhe tropues! P4 ML 21 7
i ; Site locat'on, :
i WHSREAS we, ihe Villarm Board of Hayes C:nter, Nebrasiza so !, resclve Lo
f stand in u)position with r~sards to the proposed MX Hls;lh Site loeatlan uf ,
Haycs County, Nebreaka,
Sa1d ressiviion wae [1ils and distirctly mwad, | )
Followine the reading of said resolution, Trusiee VerDon Ssoit tiwn :awed tlat
‘said regolution be passed which mition was seconled oy Trustee Phill!p Fornoff,
| The Cralraan then atatsd, “Tne 1uesticn ls, shal. the Rasolution be jaaned
i and sdope!, the votes baing as followss B - -
; YRAS) Cary Hastings, YerDun ficctt, Phillip Fornoff .
A l MAYS:  None -
7 "ABSENTY Dwight Trasty - )
. % _Motion Carried, - - : | 7
! A salirity of all memlvcs of tre Beand of Truste:s approving sald flesulution,
thn Chairmsan declared 1i passed and adopted, Tie Chalrean, In ‘hm praserce of - -
the Board of Trustmes, signe: and aporoved sail Hesolutinn, ard the Villaze
:’:lqu attesied i passare ard arp:gvgl and affived her sirnuture and the seal -
70! L' viilaee *hereto,- 7 N
s, Chairman of the Board 7 7 j «
NN - .
Vnh. Clerk : E
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STATE OF ILLINOIS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

SPRINGFIKLD 62706

September 13, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF/MIQ)

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Missle X
#78 08 10 60

The Illinois State Clearinghouse has reviewed the referenced subject
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, OMB Circular A-95,
Revised and the administrative policy of the State. State agencies which
are authorized to develop and enforce environmental standards have been
given the opportunity to comment on this subject. No comments were received
on the referenced subject.

Thank you for your assistance.
Respectfully yours,

T e, g

Hornbacker, Director
Illinois State Clearinghouse

TEH/14
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ARNOLD R. ANDERSON
REPRESGENTAYIVE HOTH DISTRICT
LOGAN, COVER, GRANAM, TAEGO COUNTIkS
320 oTH
WAKEENEY, KANSAS 67872

COMMITTER ABSISNMENTS

MEMBER: RDUCATION
GOVERNMERTAL ORGAN TATION

TOPEKA

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Sept. 16,1978

The Deputy for “nvironment and Safety
0Sfice of the Secretary of the 4Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

The local papers from a nurber of counties in cur area have

run article this past week concerning a proposed ;X-Nuclear
siisgle Program that affects several counties in lNorthwest Kansas,.
‘e have heard some rumors of something of this nature for nome
time but this is the {irst authientic information we have had.

T had thought nyself woefully uninformed about *-is drastic
possibility until I talked to two ohiher "lestorn Kansas State

Representatives and ‘earned t:ey knew no nore than I :'id about
all this,

tie arc told to write by Sept, 22 to the ahove address our
feelings a’ out this wide reaching proposal, I have the
following quustions and would a-nreciate an early reply
so all of us may be better informed. They are toswit:

1, Yhy have no public hearings been held concorning this far
reaching proposal ?

2., Have letters been sent to the county comaissione“s of the
cow: Lies most atTected as ueil as the mayors of all of the
towns in the area ?

3+ Howt can we make a definite obJection in this short time
other than lehiers ?

#~15

i+ Uhy have we received no vord f{rom our lepresentatives in the
United States Congress corcerning this plan ?

5+ Do you realize thicufec s one of the largest and most
productive grain and livesto k producing areas of Kansas ?

I shall appreciate and early reply to these questions as of
course we are greatly concerned about s'ch a drastic plan,

Sincerely Yours,

{ Lopedewern

Representative Arnold Anderson
Logan-~Gove~Graham-Tre; 0 “ourties
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KENNETH SCHEIERMAN

Stratton 3063

DOUGLAS L, HiL
Burlington 80807

RALPH A. CONRADR

Flagler 80018
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Clerk

.LMAN

Maeet First Working Day of
The Month and Tuesday of
The Following Waek

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
KIT CARSON COUNTY
BOX 248

BURLINGTON, COLORADO 80807

September 6, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF-MIQ)
Washington, D, C, 20330

Dear Sir:

We, the Board of County Commissioners of Kit Carson County,
Coulorado, have just recently heard that you are proposing
to use this area as one of your MX Missile Base Sites,

It is extremely difficult for us to see why you would even
consider taking prime agricultural land such as we have in
this area for such a proposal. You would be asking us to
sacrifice one of our most valued resources which is food.
This project would eliminate some of the most vroductive
farm land in this country, as well as eleminating several
communities,

2~16

Would it not be more sensible to go to a location where
you wouldn't be wasting good productive land? Think about
it, theoro are a lot of people in this world to feed, and
if you eliminate good farm land such as this area, people
may go hungry.

Why was your news release put out, and the public given
such a short time in order to resnond or protest? Where
is our freedom anyronre? The government; is gradually
taking over,

2-17

We, the Board of County Commissioners of Kit Carson County,
Colorado plead with you to t.le a second look at this
proposed site in Eastern Colorado, and urge you to consider
another site for the MX Missile Buse that is less productive.

Sincerely yours,
Board of County Commissioners
-~ -
-’ 7y
By .4 lks/

RAC:ig
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Tom Green
Councilman

. John P, Uzarrags
WALLEY OF FLOWERS Councilman
E. C. Stevens
il
August 18, 1978 Counciiman
Charles G. Ward
Councliman
Gena L. Wahlers
Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAS/MIQ) City Administrator
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Aix Force
Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330
Dear Sir:

Enclosed are the comments of the City of Lompoc on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Milestone 2 for the MX
Misgile System. These comments are addressed only to Volume IIXI,
Migsile Flight Testing, and concern only the effects of such
testing at Vandenberg AFB on the City of Lompoc and its immediate
surroundings.

Generally. we would compliment the Air Force on what appears to

be a very thorough investigation of the impacts of the MX Missile
Flight Testing. The Draft EIS contains excellent and highly
detailed economic and environmental data for the areas affected by
this program. The City of Lompoc is, and will continue to be,
seeking open communications and relations with the Air Force re-
garding Vandenberg Air Force Basc, and we appreciate this oppor-
tunity to comment on this Environmental Impact Statement.

Specific concerns of the City of Lompoc with respect to the subject
EIS include the following:

1. There are discrepancies between this Draft EIS on the MX and
the Final EIS on the Space Shuttlie Program With respect to housing
and population imvacts on the City of ZLompoc.

Please refer to the Final EIS on the Space Transportation System
dated January, 1978, Page 5-57. There, it is stated that approxi-
mately 294 housing units will be generated in lLompoc as a result
of the Construction/Activation phase of the project from 1979 -
1983. This figure is egual to 27.6% of the total countywide 2-18
impact of 1,065 units,

In the Draft EIS on the MX Missile, however, Page III-324, Table
3-31 indicates that shuttle~induced permanent housing in Lompoc
would be 525 to 575 units in 1981, (Note: The peak construction
year will occur in 1980.) This figure is equal to 23.4% of the
estimated Countywide total housing unit demand of 2,250 to 2,425.
Both figures are considerably higher than those quoted above from
the Space Shuttle Final EIS for shuttle-induced housing demand.

CITY OF LOMPOC, CITY  HALL, 19 WEST WALNUT AVENUE.  LOMPOC, CALFORMEA 934368  {BOSI736-1269
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Page 2

The issue of growth inducement from the MX program is critical

to the City of Lompoc, especially in the context of the pro-
posed LNG terminal as well as the Space Shuttle., The City's
Community Development staff_is now preparing revised population
projections as part of a Growth Management Program funded by

HUD, The EIS is to be complimented for its initial attempts

to gquantify these cumulative impacts, but the City needs a

firm indication as to which set of data accurately reflects
population and housing impacts to be expected from those projects.

2, The Draft EIS contains an inadequate discussion of means of housing

T ST T TS 7

transient employees associated with the MX program,

On Page III-vi in the Summary to Volume III, the statement is
made that adequate sitas for mobile homes or recreational vehicle
parks do not exist in order to house transient workers expected
from the three projects. Back-up data are not fully given in
Section 1.2.2.3.3 or 3.3.2.1.3, but we would generally concur with
that statement. We would suggest contacting the State Department
of Housing and Community Development if more data is needed to
ascertain actual vacancy rate and/or the numbers of available

recreational vehicle or mibile home sites in the vicinity of Van-
denberg AFB.

We would concur with the recommendation in the EIS that the Air
Force commit itself firmly to development of temporaxry housing
sufficient to accommodate transient construction craftsmen for
both the Space shuttle and the MX. The Draft EIS suggests on
Page III-324 that 75-100 units of recreational vehical parking
would be sufficient, but on Page III-323, Table 3-30 indicates a
peak transient construction force of about 1,000 workers, in-
cluding the LNG terminal. Perhaps the Air Force would consider

a joint venture with Western LNG Terminal Association to construct
such temporary housing,

A few selected sites of RV and/ox mobile home parks could be
integrated with the Base and the LNG site in areas compatible

with the general plans and environmental standards of the County
ané the Air Force.

S8uch transient housing could take up the brunt of impact of
the MX as well as the LNG terminal and Space Shuttle System.
The Community Development Department views this as an essential
mitigation measure to alleviate the potential cumulative effects
of these projects,

We anticipate increasing construction of apartment units, but
this development may not be sufficient to absoxrb the additional
cumulative demand. We are also concerned about possible large-
scale conversion of apartments into condominiums, and the effect
this may have on the rental market. The City's housing stock
cannot continue as in the past to serve short-~term demands of
major programs or projects nearby this community which cause
extreme fluctuations in the local economy and major long-texm
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side effects on the local housing market. We do appreciate
from this EIS, however, the fact that the MX program may help
to alleviate some of the impact of the decline from the peak
employment in the Space Shuttle Program.

The Draft EIS has included some inaccurate, or out of date data
related to existing City land use policies and population pro-

jections.

On Page IIX-215 population projections from the 1974 Land Use
Plan of the City of Lompoc are given as 58,000 in 1980 and
71,000 in 1990. These projections are no longer in use. New
projections will be formulated soon by the City as part of the
study mentioned above regarding growth management. Proposed
projections currently place 1980 population at 34,900 to 35,700,
with a 1990 population at about 38,500 to 41,700, (Note: these
projections include both Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills,
satellite communities within the Lompoc area.) As pointed out

in the Draft EIS, the City's projections exceed the County's pro-
jections for Lompoc as reported in Table III-25,

Finally, the Draft EIS states on Page III-215 that "an effort will
be made to incorporate both Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills
into the City of Lompoc before 1990"., The City is currently
advocating before the County Local Agency Formation Commission
that these communities should be included within the City's
"sphere of Influence", an area designated by LAFCO for planning
purposes, but without any definitive fiscal or regulatory sig-
nificance. The City is also studying the feasibility of providing
urban services to an unincorporated area between Mission Hillgand
Vandenberg Village at the intersection of Highway 1 and County
Road S-20. There is also a proposal to annex an area between
Lompoc and the Santa Ynez River and immediately east of the River,
including a City park. The City's current policy is to expand
gradually to the north in a controlled manner consistent with
sound economic objectives. There are no current plans, however

to annex Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills.,

Summary.

Aside from the matters noted above, the MX EIS appears to address our
concerns very well. We appreciate the efforts of the Air Force to
engage in this dialogue, and look forward to participating in joint

ef

forts to resolve issues of mutual concern.

- j:cerc Y,
John Ashbaugh

Urban Planner

JA:

[e]e]

1t

¢+ Lt,Col. Aubrey Sloan, Vandenberg AFB
Clifford Petrie, Executive Director, APC
(Attn: Mike Powers)
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Joe H. Valencia
Mayor

Gy OF

LOMIYPOC

Tom Green
Councilman

John P, Lizarraga
Councilman

E. C. Stevens
Councilman

Charles G, Ward
Councliman

Gene L. Wahlers
City Administretor

September 1, 1978

Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon,
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

This letter is supplemental to an earlier letter from the City of Lompoc,
dated August 18, 1978, where several concerns were raised regarding the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the MX program. As before, these
comments are addressed only to the effects of missile flight testing at
Vandenberg Alr Force Base on the City of Lompoc and its immediate environ-
ment. Also as before, the City would like to convey its appreciation for
the overall quality and depth of information in this document. However,
the City of Lompoc does wish to emphasize two issues which were not satis-
factorily addressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 1) The
need for housing for transient construction workers; and 2) the lack of
adequate traffic information.

1. Need for adequate accommodations for construction work force.

The letter of August 18 discussed this issue in depth, suggesting that tem-
porary construction camps be established under a joint venture of the Air
Force, on-base civilian contractors, and Western LNG Associates. If such an
arrangement is possible, the City of Lompoc would provide full cooperation
and we would seek similar participation from Santa Barbara County. It is
felt that a temporary mobile home park located in proximity to the major
construction sites could be developed consistent with the environmental
and construction standards of the City, the County, and the State Department
of Housing and Community Development. )
=21
The importance of this transient work force housing cannot be under-estimated.
With peak combined construction crews for -the County totalling about 1,000
workers from the three major projects (Space Shuttle, LNG Terminal, as well
as MX), the Lompoc community will be forced to bear a disproportionate bur-

den of the temporary housing demand, which the local housing stock cannot
accommodate,

CITY OF LOMPOC, CITY HALL, 119 WEST WALNUT AVENUE, LOWPOC, CALIFORMIA 93436 (005} 736:1261
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Carlos Stern, Ph.D.
Page 2
September 1, 1978

2. Need for a more detailed evaluation of the traffic impacts.

On page 341 in Volume IIX of the MX Environmental Impact Statement, it is
stated that construction of a Lompoc bypass is forecast in the area's
Regional Transportation Plan. This was forecasted in the 1976 plan. The
1977 updated plan omits the bypass due to the fact that funding is no
longer available. The City would suggest that the final Environmental
Impact Statement address an alternative bypass proposal as a possible
mitigation measure. This proposal would involve the construction of a
two-lane highway bypass extending from Highway 246 to a connection with
Central Avenue north of the City (see attached map).

We also feel that the final Environmental Impact Statement should address
potential traffic impacts along "H" Street between Ocean and the Santa
Ynez River. The E.I.S. states that only "light'" congestion is expected
in this area, during peak hours, if any one of the four on-base sites are
chosen for MX. This area is currently "lightly" congested and traffic
increments from all three projects (MX, Space Shuttle, and LNG) should
certainly increase peak-hour traffic congestion significantly. Also, the
MX E.I.S. addresses only potential traffic impacts from the MX and Space
Shuttle and does not address the coinciding traffic impacts from the
proposed LNG terminal at Point Conception.

Summary

The City would like to compliment the Air Force for the overall complete-
nesg of the MX Environmental Impact Statement and thank them for this

opportunity to comment. However, we cannot over emphasize the importance
of the aforementioned issues to advanced planning for the City of Lompoc.

Sincerely,

M .

/ Joe H. Valencia
Mayor, City of Lompoc

JHV:LC:jcg
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Joseph P. Teasdale P.0. Box 809
Govetnor Jefferson City 65102
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State of Missouri
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION

August 18, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:
Subject: 78070175,

The Division of Budget and Planning, as the designated State
Clearinghouse, has coordinated a review of the zbove referred
draft environmental impact statement with various concerned or
affected state agencies pursuant to Section 102(2) (c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act.

None of the state agencies involved in the review had comments
or recommendations to offer at this time.

We appreciate the opportunity to review the statziment and anti-
cipate receiving the final environmental impact statement when
prepared.

Sincerely,

L

L NN e b
George Lincberry
Chief, Grants Coordination

o=
't

-

s,
o ¢
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September 13, 1978 e, ?/zs‘

Mr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr, Stern:
Attention: MX:Milestone 11

This agency has conducted a statewide review of the draft environmental
impact statement for the MX: Milestone II Program. In general, the analysis
of the potential socio-economic and environmental impacts in the South Platte
Plains sample BMCA is too brief to accurately determine the full range of
impacts which are possible. However, Figure 3-8, page IV-97 does provide

a reasonably accurate first cut analysis of potential problem areas. Never-
iheless, before a final decision on deployment areas has been made a more in
depth analysis of the social, economic and environmental impacts will be
necessary,

Items which should be given greater pre-deployment attention include the
following:

a) water quality and availability

b; site safety

c) cement availability

d) electric power availability and replacement

e) economic dislocation associated with property
and land acquisition

f; local government acceptance

g) cultural and historical resources

h) employment levels, population increase, and
availability of community services

In the event that other areas in Nebraska are considered as possible staging
areas for the MX missile this office requests that it be given the opportunity
to review that information when it becomes avaijlable. Further, if Nebraska

is considered as a final deployment area, the Office of the Governor wishes

to be notified of that decision.
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Dr. Carlos Stern
Page two
September 12, 1978

Comments are enclosed from other agencies for your information and consider-

ation.

Sincerely, .
/‘ , .i'

N
AN ‘\‘

Jon ﬁ. Oberg .
Director

JHO: jkh

cc: Barbara Klima
Glen D. Ashmore
Marvin Kivett
Richard Lashua

Jerry -Wallin .
Civil Engineering Divisio
SAMSO/MNND

Norton AFB, CA 92409

Enc.
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PROGRAMS:
SOH & WATER CONSERVATION TATI C N ASK
son. & TR constn STATE OF NEBRASKA |
COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING ;
:;m:;‘:‘“ MANAGEMENT NATURAL RESOURCES COMMISSION ?'
WATER QUALITY PLANNING 2 0. Box 94876
g ’ DEVELCPMENT FUND lincoln, Nebrasko 68509 .
’ Office Location: ,
i ! 5 Fourth Floor
3 . 30) Centenniol Moll South
August 15, 1978
Miss Neoma Parks i
i State Office of Planning and Programming :
! Room 1319, State Capitol, P.0. Box 94601
1 Lincoln, NE 68509 ;
i
i Dear Miss Parks: ;
i t
X We have reviewed the information provided on the Draft Environmental :
! Impact Statement by the Air Force, SAI 78 08 05. We find that in their ?
! discussion of the South Platte Plains BMCA or page IV-61, they state that %
i inadequate quantity or quality of groundwater limits the development of :
; irrigated agriculture., However, their map of the area on page IV-17 2-24 '
F i includes Keith, Perkins, and Chase Counties, in which irrigation development ;
i has been extensive and rapid. A review of recent data from the Remote .
: Sensing Center should be recommended to the Air Force. :
1 ¥
t *
! On page IV-63 it says alluvial aquifers yield several hundred gallons ¢
H
{ per minute to wells. Information prepared by the Conservation and Survey 2-25 %
i Division for the State Water Plan Framework Report indicates that the alluvial {
’ aquifers and the Ogallala aquifer yield over 500 g.p.m. to irrigation wells. s
“ } ¢
] f !
: Very truly yours, L
L i 4
E Cayle H. Lewis, P.E. {
E i Chief, Planning Division .
E !
= - GHL:JW:mrp 3
2 ; {
L
E i
| ;
B {
4 ;
, b
3
{
t
H
4
&
H
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LXECUTIVE BOARD
ELECTED MEMBERS

EXECUTIVE BOARD
EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS

J JAMES EXON, GOVERNOR
Mautice § Hevelone President Beatnce .
Otio Kotouc, Jf . 181 Vice President Humbaoldt STATE OF NEBRASKA
S N Wolbach 2nd Vice Prenident Grand Island RONALD W ROSKENS. PRESIDENT
Arthur Carmody. Treasurer Teenton UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA
€dwin J Faulkner Lincoln
Omaha PAUL W WHITE, CHIEF JUSTICE
Oniaha OF THE SUPREME COURT OF NEBRASKA
Chatles W Martin Omahe
GLORGE P MILLER, PRESIDENT OF
AT Hesuogs THE NEBRASKA PRESS ASSOCIATION
Warten C Wood Genng
Neilie Snyder Yost North Platte 1500 R STREET

1
MARVIN F KIVETT LINCOLN, NEBRASKA 68508

Phone 402432 2793

August 15, 1978

Ms. Neoma Parks, Project Review Coordinator
State Office of Planning and Programming
Room 1319, State Capitol

Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

Re: MX: Milestone I1
Department of Air Force 78 08 05
HP # 8-022-78

Dear Ms. Parks:

We do not have sufficient information to make a determination
of the effects of the proposed MX system upon properties in Nebraska
eligible for or enrolled in the National Register of Historic
Places. At such time as project sites are selected we would need
the locations and general information on the amount of construction,
We would then submit our recommendations for compliance of Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Sincerely,

A
&%@1&.0 {1<;3£7/
rvin F. Kivett
State Historic Preservation Officer

/ 1 ] (?:'

; Z{ ‘rb((_-l([' /h"&,’,pd.a...'u ~
Richard E. Jensen 7
Preservation Archeologist

dlb
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Nebraska $tate Legislature
Unicomeral
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

SENATOR STEVE FOWLER

District No. 27
8th Floor ~ Room 812
Lincoln, Nebraska 68509
(402) 4712632

COMMITTEES

Approprations
Administratne Agency Rules & Reguistions
Execulive Board
Nebraska Retirement Systems

Relerence
Legsiative Councdt

EIGHTY FIF TH LEGISLATURE

September 19, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Carlos Stern:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement report, "MX: Milestone
II" is of concern to me on two major points: 1) the very great increase
in electrical energy needed if the MX is put in Nebraska and 2) the
loss of state revenues in state income taxes resulting from agriculture
being put out of business.

As I understand it, the chart ¢ - page 97 of volume IV shows that
for every kind of deployment mode, fo'r our area there would be a
"very large" impact on electrical energy use. The *able on page 13
of volume 1V estimates that for the "nominal value of the primary
factors" about 41.5 MW is need for construction (for all modes except
the hybrid trench) and from 69 to 83 MW needed for operation, depending
on the mode selected. These power requirements would necessitate the
construction of additional generating capacity, beyond the Gerald
Gentleman Units planned and under construction--is that a correct
assumption? Have any discussions been held with Nebraska Public Power
officials or staff as to whether the additonal power reguirements would
be met with a coal plant or with a nuclear plant?

On page 103 of volume IV the report points out thet the increase
in electrical enerqgy use results from the operation of the plant and
from the influx of workers. Do the estimates on page °7 of energy
needed include the increased demands from incoming workers, or does
it represent only the needs of the MX system itselt?
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In addition, I believe the impact statement should provide
an estimate of the loss of revenues to the state treasury if the
MX is located in our state. The economic impact of all deployment
modes shown on the chart on page 97 is very large for Nebraska.
Therefore, it would seem prudent to attempt to quantify this impact
on the state level for both revenues and services. The impact
statement says on page 102, volume IV that "increased public
services will be required: increased public expenditures. . .may
be required almost immediately to service a population boom. . . ."
The public services provided by the state that would be affected
should be listed and an estimate given of increases required. The
_ statement also says that "federal aid may be required to assist local

governments through an adjustment period in some of the potential

deployment areas." Is any federal aid available to the state? If
so, it would be useful to have some specific facts.

Thank you for your attention to my questions. The time extension

for response to the draft impact statement to September 22 is
appreciated.

.- Sincerel ours
1 ) /Y Yy /,?
’/ [ ) e b
Senator Steve Fowler

District 27

)

SF/ca

T TR
|
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Pebraska Anicameral

September 1, 1978

PRI W

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/MIQ)
Washington, D. C. 20330

Deputy:

These comments concern the draft Environmental Impact State-
’ ment for MX: Milestone II.

1 | 1. In the chart showing the impacts for the different modes

i in each BMCA, the impact on water in the South Platte BMCA
3 is listed as small for Area Security and moderate for Point
Security. What factors were used to make these determinations
and on what basis were the impacts judged to be small and 2-28
moderate respectively?

2. In assessing the impact on water in the Nebraska territory
inciuded in the South Platte BMCA, were the following specifics
taken into account?

a) The number of surface water permit holderc and the uses
for which these permits were issued.

2~29
j b) The groundwater declines in these areas, in particular,
‘ those in the Upper Republican National Resources District
' which led to the establishment of a groundwater control area
g there.
i % 1f not, please consider these factors in preparing the final
’ draft of the environmental impact statement.
‘ 3. On Table 1-2 on page IV-13, the amount of water required
for the various deployment modes is 1isted. For what speci- 2-30
1 , fic uses will this water be required and how were the amounts
1 é computed?
: f Sincerely,
L. {
é g Mary E. Sommermeyer
E Counsel for the Public Works
§ 1 Committee of the Nebraska
E M 7 Legistature
' ‘ MAS/hm :
£ EIGHTY-FIFTH LEGISLATURE
1 STATE CAPITOL, LINCOLM, NEBRASKA 68509 gt ' .
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$tate of New Jeraey
i DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

PATRICIA Q. SHEEHAN 363 WEST STATE STREET
COMMISSIONER POST OFFICE BOX 27638
TRENTON, N.J, 08625

July 31, 1978

Mr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department Of The Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

RE: OSRC-FY-79-127

Dear Mr. Stern:

This will acknowledge receipt of your recent Project Notification
for MX: Milestone II, The project has been designated application
OSRC-FY-79-127 for all future references.

We have circulated this Project Notification to the appropriate
State agencies for review and comment. We anticipate no problems during
the review phase, but should any conflicts or issues arise, it will be
necessary to schedule a conference in order to resolve the issues prior
to the issuance of a Letter of Certification.

Very truly yours,
Ny £ &
;422 o A\

’t

‘Jert¥ H. Eure, Sr.
Supervising Program
Development Specialist
Project Review Section
Division of State and
Regional Planning

JHE:cp
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Btate of New Fersey
CEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

PATRICIA Q. SHEEHAN 36) WEST STATE STREET
COMMISSIONER POST OFFICE BOX 228 H
TRENTON, N.J. 08628

August 14, 1978

Mr. Carles Stern, Ph.D.
! Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of The Afir Force
Washington, D.C., 20320

RE: OSRC-FY-79-127

Dear Mr. Stern:

In accordance with the U.S. Office of Management and Budget Circular
A~95 Revised, your Environmental Impact Statement for MX: Milestone
1I designated application OSRC~FY~79-127, has met the State of New |
P Jersey's Clearinghouse requirements.

We have circulated this Prcject Fotification to the appropriate
State agencies, none of which have -oiced any objectiors.

P

T (RTINS s
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STATE OoF NEwW MEXICO

OFFICE OF IME GOVERNOR

SANTA FE
87503
JERRY APODACA August 30, 1978

[hen Plrekic
At/

Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Lear Mr. Stern:

Thank you for your letter of August 14, 1978, advising me of the deadline
for submission of comments ¢on the Environmental Impact Statement on MX:
Milestone II.

The complete evaluation of such a statement requires the attention of

a number of departments such as Agriculture, Natural Resources, Energy,
Environment, Economic Development, Military Affairs, and State Planning.
The state received an adequate number of EIS's on August 22, 1978, and,
due to the massiveness of the statement cannot comply with your deadline
of September 5, 1978. We have been informed by Major General John W.
Hepfer's office in Santa Barbara, California, that other states were
finding the same problem and therefore a fifteen day extension was ap-
proved. We are operating on that assumption.

We will therefore prepare and submit to your office New Mexico's concerns
on the statement prior to September 20, 1978, Thank you again for your
letter; if you have any questions regarding our problem or position please
feel free to contact me any time.

Sincerely,

i /;(’/ (_". —:2
CHRIS KRAHLING -~/ '/,
Administrative Assistant/

’

CK:3ib
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STATE oF NEw MEXIGO

OFFICE OF .THE GOVERNOR

SaxtA FE
87502 <
. o / Y
JB.:&:AA:gBACA September 19, 1578 e C’

Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Department of the Air Force
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr, Stern:

I am enclosing comments from the various departments of state government
which would be affected by the Air Force's proposed Missile X project.

In addition I would like to take this opportunity to summarize the major
concerns of the Governor's Office, per se.

1. That all local levels of government (cities and counties) which will
be impacted be notified as soon as possible to keep all parties
fully informed of all developments as they occur.

2. That all areawide planning organizations or councils of government

be notified as decisions are made in order to-expedite the planning
process.

3. That the state land office and local land owners be informed of
your plans as soon as specific sites are determined in order to
minimize acquisition problems.

4., That state government be thoroughly involved so that potential im-
pact problems can be resolved early on.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this project. Should you
have any questions or like to discuss any of the aforementioned comments
further, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

CHRIS KRAHLING (

Administrative Assistant

CK:ib
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"")’f’ = —} ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT DIVISION
_ -
_a }’7 > STATE OF NEW MERICO
-rh A -,‘ 0. BOX 958
H ! SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87503
[ ENVI ONMENT
dQMM\N

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

September 11, 1978

MEMORANDUM

T0: Chris Krahling, Governor's Office
FROM://‘S Thomas E. Baca, Director

SUBJECT: MISSILE 10X PROJECT

Jewry Apodaca
G%V.?RNCR

oA wwx- no

YCISTA by drs

oAy

(505) 827-£2nN
Ext. 201

The Environmental Improvement Division has reviewed the draft Environmental
Impact Statement addressing the environmental analysis process for the hiX:

Milestone Il Missile Project.
tains little or no specific environmental analysis.

The statement is generic in nature and con-

The Division appreciates the fact that a site specific environmental
impact statement will he developed as details are formulated regarding the

area affected.

The Division anticipates that detailed analysis on air, water and land

resources will be addressed in future stalements.
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State of New Mexico
Commerce & Industry Department
Economic Development Division

Batoon Memorial Building

Jetry Apodaca
Governot Sonto Fe, New Mexico 87503
Wililom Kundcot, Ji. (505) 827-5571
Secretory
MEHO: September 13, 1978
T0: Chris Krahling
7
FROM: Bob Boyd /ﬁ
RE: Missile "X" Project comments

VI -

It is difficult to make comments on the "MX" proposal with all of the
intangibles now existing. Without doubt, regardless of which system
they go with, if they go, and if New Mexico was selected to be one of
the basing mode comparison areas, there would be considerable economic
impact, both during the construction stages, and throughout the opera-
tional stages. This impact could vary considerably, depending upon
which area is chosen, out of the seven sample BMCA's, three of them
would affect New Mexico.

It would appear that New Mexico should realize some economic benefits
through the testing stage, in that a portion of the development would
take place at Kirtland Air Force Base and the suyrrounding area. How
much this would amount to is unknown at this time, but it should not,
on the basis of present knowledge, provide any adverse effects.

I believe our comments would be more in the areas of questions such
2s "What happens to programs presently being looked at or studied in
various areas, such as the White Sands Missile Range activities or
the Eddy County Wipp?"

In the event that a particular BMCA is chosen, would all of the lands
as indicated on the various maps be withdrawn from public use or
would just a relatively small portion of them be highly secured area?
If a1l of the indicated areas should be withdrawn I could envision a
rather drastic adverse impact as far as our agricultural community in
the Las Cruces, Dona Ana area, as well as the high plains area, and
pretty heavy impact on the 0il and gas and mining activities in the
southwest and southeast.

From an economic impact viewpoint there could be some substantial
benefitc from the program on the basis of what we know now, and some
heavy demands on goods, on services and facilities, both at the local
ievel and from the State's viewpoint.

2-60 Public Comments
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NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ‘&gxlCo@
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR Ky ';
Box 3189/Las Cruces, Nev« Mexico 88003 lél r—’:
Telephone {505) 646-3007 Q
[ A
VivensS

September 5, 1578 ER

The Honorable Jerry Apodaca

Governor's Office

State Capitol Building

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 RE: MX Missile Project

Attention: Chris Krahling, Administrative Assistant
Dear Mr. Krahling:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement, MX: Milestone 1, has been reviewed
by our office with the impact upon the agricultural industry as the primary
concern.

Full scale engineering development described in Volume II indicates that the
work, 1if carried out at Kirtland AFB, would not be expected to alter the
land use characteristics of surrounding areas.

The proposed tests are very similar in nature to historical uses of Kirtland AFB,
and should not have any detrimental impact upon agriculture.

Volume No. 3 deals with missile flight testing which is proposed for Vandenberg
AFB in California; therefore, this would have no impact on New Mexico.

Volume No. 4 concerning the basing mode evaluation suggests three areas in
New Mexico as potential basing sites:

1. White Sands Missile Range

2, Rio Grande Basin

3. Texas - New Mexico High Plains

The only potential site which would not seriously affect the agricultural sector
is White Sands Missile Range.

The Texas-New Mexico High Plains is identified in Volume No. 4 as one of the
most agriculturally productive areas in the country. The land involved is almost
entirely privately owned.

The Rio Grande Basin site also involves mostly privately owned land which is
mostly used for grazing and cattle production.

The estimated nominal area required for area security deployment of the proposed
number of missiles is approximately 8,000 square miles.
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Page 2
The Honorable Jerry Apodaca
September 5, 1978

A detailed bhreakdown of the amounts of various agricultural land uses in
the proposed arcas is not previded in the data.

The actual site selection proccss will not be considered at this time according
to the Program Overview, Volume I. This will be a portion of "Milestone III",
and will be assisted by a separate Environmental Impact Statement. There appears
to be no overall threat to agriculture in this Milestone II phase of the program.
The Environmental Impact Statement for "Milestone TLI" should be avaluated
carefully when it becomes available.

If X can be of further assistance, please advise.
Sincerely,

7,
Wl J%;%gz;

Vi
William P. ‘Stephens
Director

WPS:GEH:as
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

.20

State Planning Division
505 Don Gaspar Avenue

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

August 15, 1978

Department of the Air Force
Office of Assistant Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20330

Att: Carlos Stern

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement; MX: Milestone II
SAT #79-07-1-086

Dear Mr. Stern:

It is most difficult to chyroughlf review the subject document because
numerous decisions must be made before actual impacts can be assessed.
For example, Deployment Mode & Security Type selections will greatly
affect the extent of impacts and possible mitigations. Obviously, the
site selection for Deployment will also be required before an in-depth
review can be made. As a consequence, we will simply offer a few

comments and awalt more definitive Enviroumental Impact Analyses as the
project proceeds.

We feel the following points should be covered in coming EIS's,

.Given full scale development of the MX system, what will be the effect
on nuclear warhead (and related devices) manufacture, transportation
of weapons grade nuclear materials, and production of radioactive wastes?

.Trangportation of the MX weapons between sites should be clearly delineated
since most existing highways appear Iincapable of sustaining the extreme
welght of the weapons carrying vehicle.

+The White Sands basing mode area appears to cover the only New Mexico
area suitable for growth of the guayule (Parthenium argentatum) plant,
from which commercial grade rubber may be extracted. Other suitable
areas in California and Arizona may also be impacted by the MX. This
should be explored in the EIS process.

Public Comments VI -
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Department of the Air Force
August 15, 1978
2

.Portions of the West Texas basing mode area appear to bracket the

Department of Energy's proposed Waste Isolation Pilot Plant project

near Carlsbad, New Mexico. If WIPP and MX were built in close 2-35
proximity, what would be the result of a nearby explosion from either

Russian ICBM or accidental detonation of an MX?

Thank you for the opportunity to review this DEIS.

Sincerely,

ack M. Mobley
Planning Bureau

‘4p¢142/112(,'/&7¢"‘Lff;7

JMM:irr
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NEW MEXICO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

NOTICE OF APPLICATION RECEIPT
MIS-2

STATE PLANNING OFFICE

SR RIIRIX $US Don Gaspar, Greer Buidding Jorry Apodece
$tate Panaing Officer Santa Fe, New Mexko 87503 Governor
(505) 827.2073
T0O: Department of the Air Force -DATE: July 27, 1978

Office of the Assistance Secretary
Washington, DC 20330

ATTN: Carlos Stern

FROM: New Mexico State Clearinghosse
SUBJECT: Notice of Receipt of Application for Review

Project Title: MX Milestone II Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Funding Agency: Dept. of the Air Force

We have received your:

— Notdfication of Intent, “eview will be completed when application is recefved.

——— Preapplication A
_X. Application, and review of the project hMs been lnitiated.
—— EIS,and review has been initiated. ‘

by: 0822028

You may eapect notification of review ¢
Date

1
| 4

STATE APPLICATION ID (SAI) NO. 79 07 1 086

has been assigned to your peoject, This number must be:

A.  Filledin on Application for Federal Assistance form SF424 in Space 3a.
B.  Cited in all futore correspondence on this project.

Your Clearinghouse contact it

Kate Wickes

Your application pachage should also be submiitted to the Clearinghouse checked:
X

e State Cleacinghouse ——— NCNMEDD s SWNMCOB
— SIRC e MRGCOG e SENMEDD
e MACOG e EPCOG ——— SRGCOG

See other side for namex und addresses of the Clearinghouses.

Thank You.
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NEW MEXICO STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

REVIEW CERTIFICATION
MIS-5

v STATE PLANNING OFFICE

Vg $0S Don Gampas, Greee Building
| w Sants Fe, New Mexico 87503 Jory 4
State Planalag Officor (503) 827-2073 th
TO: Department of the Air Force DATE: August 15, 1978

Office of the Assistance Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20330

Att: Carlos Stern

SUBJECT: Review of SAI No.: _79 07 1 086

REVIEW ACTION ON: PROJECTTITLE: MX Milestone II Draft Environmental Impack
Statement
— Prespplication
X_ Final Applicstion Applicant: Department of the Air Force
— State/Ares Pian
i — & SOURCE OF FUNDS REQUESTED
| d . r
i TVPE FUNDS: Fedeesl Agency: Dept. of the Air Force
E i — Grant Fedeca) Program Title:  Department of Defense
il
L i — Losn FederalCaulogNo: 00950
? | —_ State Blosk State Agency:
F : w State Approptiation
- ! —— State Funds Only Funds Requested:  § Fedensl s State
REVIEW RESULTS

A The Application is spported.
— The Application is not in conflict with State, Areawide, or Local plans,
X Comments are attached for submission with this application.
— The Application has no review requirements. Thank you, however, for providing this courtesy information,

You may now submit your Application package, MIS-5 and all review comments to-the Federal
e State Agency(s) from whom action is being requested,

i 2 ‘WWWWWP LA | anmm?m-m,,
o
ko Ll )

Please notify the State Clearinghouse »f any changes in this project. Refer to the SAI number on
ALL correspondence pertaining to this project

Vi H
7 7/
g~ , .
! 1{, ~ ON«‘&, Qiapdﬁq ga
ppC ool sbadrows, State Planning Offiger ” 4
JUDI ROSS
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
GRANT AWARD NOTIFICATION
MIS-7
STATE PLANNING OFFICE
JUDI ROSS 508 Don Gaspar, Grees Building
datioxbmiones Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503 Jetry Apodaca
State Planning Officer (305) 827.2073 Governo
TO: State Clearinghoust DATE: August 15, 1978
State Planning Office
503 Don Gaspar, Greer Building

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87503

FROM: Department of the Air Force
Of fice of the Assistance Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20330

Complete and return this form to the State Clearinghouse upon receipt of federal action.

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAl): __79 07 1 086

TYPE SUNDS: Applicsnt: Department of the Air Force
G Project Title: MX Milestone II Draft Environmental Impact Statefent
e Grang
— Loan Pedensi Catalog No.: 00950
— State Block State Agency:
— State Approptiation i
—- State Funds Only Funds Req $ Federst 3 Sute
ACTION
—— Grant Funded a3 Submitted  .—.Grant A t d —euGrant A t D ed  —_.Application Cancelled
IF APPLICATION FUNDED
Mo. Da Yr,
Effective Date of Grant Federal Basic Amount $
Starting Date of Grant Fedesal Supp. Amount $,
Ending Date of Grant Sute Contebution  §
Duratior: of Grant Months

Local Contribution  §
Other Contributi 3
TOTAL 3

(DS S

Authorized Signature for Project Application
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE
OFFICE OF THE BUDGET

HARRISBURG, PA. 17120
P.0. Box 1323

August 1, 1978

] Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

‘ Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Department of the Air Forxce
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We have received from your Office a copy of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement entitled MX: Milestone II.

Please be advised that we do not desire to review and comment upon
this Draft EIS.

Thank you for your-consideration in this matter.

SJ.ncerely,

é %'(.7/
lﬁchard A. ﬂupervisor

Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

R AT

RAH:ar

cc: File (2)

?
|
1
|
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Santa BarBara County - CIties
ArRea planning Council

1306 Sants Batbara Street
Sents Barbars, Col. 93101
{805) 966-1611

August 25, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force

(SAF/MIQ)

Pentagon

Washington, DC 20330

Dear Sir:

RE: Comments on Draft SIS, Milestone 2, MX, Missle

1.

2.

Flight Testing, Vol, III

Figures 2-3, 2-4, 2-5 Existing Land Use, What are
dates and scurces of information?

Page I11-322. I question whether many of the new MX

Jobs would go to those currently unemployed in the

county. The report draws no relationship between specific
MX skill requirements and skill availability. In conver-

sations with the City of Santa Barbara (Mr. Bob Puddicombe,

City of Santa Barbara) regarding construction of its
sewerage treatment plant, I found that most unskilled
Tabor tended to be local, but nearly all skilled labor,
e.g., plumbers and electricians, were from outside the
county. This was for a relatively small project compared
to MX, LNG, and space shuttle,

Furthermore, if employed persons choose to quit existing
Jjobs for higher paying MX, space shuttle jobs, these jobs
would probably be filled by immigrants. The following
questions result: 1) What is the relationship between
MX skill requirements (listed on pp. 47-50) and expected
availability? 2) Could "job hopping" induce immigration
and shouldn't this be noted? 3? Are your employment
projections regarding origin of workers a "worst case"
scenario?

Page 11I-324. The figures referred to in paragraph 1,
represent a worst case scenario, "On or off parking
areas for 75 to 100 recreational vehicles will be
sufficient to offset the increase in demand for housing-
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Deputy for Environment and Safety
August 25, 1978
Page 2

of this type." Recreational vehicles is i11 defined, Does this
mean recreational vehicles and/or mobile homes? It should be noted
that extensive services would be required, e.g., water supply and
sewerage disposal for these "parking areas."

4, Generally, the section dealing with mitigation of housing for
transient workers is inadequate. I suggest that due to a poten-
tially “"severe" housing impact, more emphasis must be placed on
recommending specific mitigation measures.

5. The multipliers you utilized to calculate indirect employment appear
low. A General Research Corporation report entitled "Forecasting
Occupational Opportunities: Quantitative Procedures and A Case
Study of Santa Barbara County," 1972, calculated multipliers for
the South Coast of Santa Barbara County.at 4.25 for manufacturing,
5.2 for business services, Although I do not suggest these numbers

will directly apply to North County, it suggests your figures may
be too low.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I trust the significant
issue of the potential impact on the housing market will be given
additional consideration.

Sincerely,

nyl;aiﬁfl

i’

)
/"fn IS Ve-
—

Michael G. Powers
Associate Area Planner

MGP :wh
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ALBERT F. REYNOLDS
Director
108 €. Anapamu St,

Santa Sarbara, Canf. 93101
Telephone 966-1611

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

September 5, 1978

Carlos Stem, Ph.D,

Deputy for Environrent & Safety
Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

Various departments of the County of Santa Barbara are still reviewing the [EIS
on MY Milestone II,

The County Board of Supervisors woted on September 5, 1578, to request a three-
week time extension for completion and foiwarding of our comments to the Air

Force. We would greatly appreciate the extra time to conment on a project of

such significance to this County.

Per our telecon on 9/5/78, I understand that 9/22/78 is your working deadline for
coments. This office will be forwarding the coorainated County comments informally
in an attempt to meet that deadline.

Sincerely,

Lthond A P d e

Albe.t F. Reynolds
AFR:bh Director
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ALSERT ¥, REYNOLDS

108 K. Anspamu St,
Santa Barbara, Colit. 83101
Telephone 388-1611

TO:
FROM:

Water demands generated by the proposed Missile X Flight Testing project
are described in Volume III of the DEIS on pp. III - 240 and III - 219,

Direct

amounting to about 15 acre-feet. The water demand created by a work
force of approximately 580 persons is indicated at about 100 acre-feet
per year for uses "required for the personnel at the site and for the
sanitary waste disposal facilities." (p. III - 249) It is then con-

cluded

water sources on Vandenberg base to meet these small demands. However,
the much larger demand associated with the domestic needs of 580
dlrectly employed persons and 825 - 875 additional indirectly created
jobs (p. III - 338) is not made clear. On page III - 339, Table 3-37,
the hou51ng demand r<lated to Missile X is estimated at 8"0 - 990 unlts.
Applying an average demand figure of .4 acre-feet per unit for an
averaged estimated 915 units, the secondary project-related water demand

ST T T T e e e e s . e L R

COUNT @ OF .SANTH B! RBARA

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

+ September 19, 1978
Al McCurdy, Environmental Specialist

Gil LaFreniere, Environmental Geologist

short-term water supply requirements for construction are slight,

that there is a sufficient water supply available from ground-

Wwould amount to 366 acre-feet per year. ost of the North county demandsj2-44

would be met from the overdrafted Lompoc, Santa Maria and Santa Ynez

upland
bas*ns

increase demands upon the Montecito and Carpinteria basins, which are
at or near full utilization of safe yield.

The breakdown of increased municipal and industrial water demands by

county

MX construction-related water demand in 1981...." These numbers are
not shown to be relates to the water demand of approxxmately 840 -
990 hou51ng units (366 acre- -feet per year) which can be inferred from
the housing demand estimates glven on page III - 339. Are they meant
to be related? If so, the relationship is certainly inclear.

In summary it would appear that on-site, job-related water demand for

the MX

and secondary housing related water demands amount to about 366 acre-

ground—water basins, whlle smaller demands from South coast
would increase overdraft in the Goleta ground-water basin and

areas on pp. III - 359 and III - 360 indicates that these are

project amounts to about 100 acre-feet per year (p. IITI - 249)

VI - 2-72 Public Comments
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Al McCurdy, Env. Specialist Page 2
September 19, 1978

feet per year (demand of 840 - 890 units). Thus, total water demand
associated, primarily and secondarily, with the project would appear

to be approximately 466 acre-feut per year. Once houses are constructed
to meet the needs of direct and indirect project-related employees,
water demand will continue as project personnel are displaced by new
residents. Therefore, the secondary water demands must be considered

as long-term and growth-inducing.

2-44 (cont)

Gilbert F. LaFreniere
GFL:bh Environmental Geologist
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CoOunNTuy OF SANTHA BARBARS

{ ALBERT F, REYNZLDS
- Diractor

108 £, Ananemu 8t
Santa Bardara, Canf. 23101
Telephons 3881611

, ; e

o ' DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAI. RESOURCES

September 21, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and safety
SAF/MIQ

Office of the Assistant Secretary
of the Air Force

Pentagon, Washington D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The County's comments on the MX DEIS are enclosed for your review.

We were instructed by Mr. Chuck Bullock to deliver them directly

to H.D.R. here in Santa Barbara, which we did today. As I was unable
to speak with you I would like tec add some concerns to the package
delivered to H.D.R.; these concern the cumulative impact of potential
air emissions and water and housing calculations.

Potential changes in oxidant concentrations were not modeled. This
aspect is of c¢ritical importance in the context of the environmental !
process (DEIS) du. to the stated requirement to focus on those project

attributes which have the potential to reach and/or exceed an environ-
mental threshold. Modeling may be the best means avaiiable to quantify 2-45
) the answer to whether the County will meet the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard for ozone in the 1980's. A recent report on projected
Santa Barbara County air emissions indicate non-attainment for these
years (ERT June 1978).

Population increases caused by the project are not well specified.
Perhaps there is some reluctance on my part to mereliy accept these

and the housing projections because in the recent past, the LNG
Envivonmental Impact Report by the California Public Utilities Commission
substantially «.vised upward both of these impact categories from the 2-46
Draft to the Final and the same relacionship exists between the Space
Shuttle FEIS and the MX document, DEIS. Some clarification of the
issues would be helpful. Whether these projections include estimates
of inflation possibilities in the ultimately approved and implemented
size of the Program should also be presented.
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3 ? Dr, Carlos Stern Page 2
September 21, 1978
|
[ Thank you for extending the comment period for this document.
; Sincerely,
| .
, | btbut . 7“% ol A~
: ' Albert F. Reynolds
; { AFR:AJM:bh Director
. 1 enc.
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA ¢« HEALTH CARE SERVICES
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
4440 CALLE REAL, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93110 o  PHONG (805) 9648658

LAWRENCE HART, M.O., M.P .M, JOHN B. ENGLISH
DIRECTOR, AR POLLUTION CONTROL

DIRECTOR 31 August. 1978

Carlos Stern, Ph.D.,

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon,

Washington, D. C., 20330

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on
MX: Milestone II

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District has re-
viewved the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
MX: Milestone II to be located at Vandenberg Air Force Base,
California and would like to offer the following comments re-
lating to air quality.

1} In modelling carbon monoxide (CO) emissions, as was done
in Section 3.2.2.4, this District would be most interested
in modelling results showing the combination of the MX
project and the Space Shuttle project and the impact on
air quality standards. The DEIS contained modelling
data for only the base case and the MX project. Also,
Figures 3-7 and 3-8 should include a notation to desig-
nate whether concentrations are in parts per million
(ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter.

2) Mitigation measures (Section 5.2.1.6) should be discussed
in more detail. Such measures as use of water or chemical
dust suppressants during earth moving activities, paving
all roads and parking areas and, most importantly, the
formation and sponsorship of van and/or carpools to
transport construction and operation personnel to the
job site from their origin, (Santa Maria, Lompoc, Santa
Ynez Valley, Santa Barbara).

3) There appears to be a lack of discussion on construction
phase particulate emissions and the effect it will have
on the Lompoc and Santa Maria areas in relation to the
National Ambient Air Quality Standard. It must be kept
in mind that these areas have heen designated by the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency as non-attainment areas
for particulates.

Vi - 2-76 Public Comnments
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Dr., Carlos Stern, cont. 31 August 1978

4) Any article, machine, equipment or other contrivance,
(ie., boilers, asphalt or concrete batch plants, paint
| spray booths, degreasers, etc.), which may cause the
i issuance of air contaminants will be required to apply 2-50
for Permits to Operate from this District and observe
all Rules and Regulations of the Santa Barbara County
Air Pollution Control District.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these documents and offer
our comments. If you have any questions concerning our comments
or the requirements of the APUD, pleasge contact Keith Duval,

Air Pollution Engineer, at (805) 964-8658.

Very truly yours,

Lawrence Hart, M. D.,M.P.H.
Air Pollution Control Officer

. P A
P .

>

John B. English, Director
Air Pollution Control

JBE:KD:1ms

:
3
£
£
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COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA ¢ HEALTH CARE SERVICES
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT
4440 CALLE REAL, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93110 o  PHONE (803) 964-0838

LAWRENCE HART, M.O., M.P.H. JOHN 8, ENGLISH
OIRECTOR OIRECTOR, AR POLLUTION CONTROL
September 21, 1978 ’

| MEMORANDUM

A A L

TO: Albert F. Reynolds, Director
Department of Environmental Resources

FROM: John B. English
Director, Air Pollution Control

L e

. SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on
MX: Milestone II

The Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the MX: Milestone II to
be located at Vandenberg Air Force Base, California and would like to
offer the following comments relating to air quality.

1) In modelling carbon monoxide (CO) emissions, as was done in
Section 3.2.2.4, this District would be most interested in
modelling results showing the combination of the MX project
and the Space Shuttle project and the impact on air quality
standards. The DEIS contained modelling data for only the base 2-51
! case and the MX project. Also, figures 3-7 and 3-8 should in-
' clude a notation to designate whether concentrations are in
parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter.

! 2) The DEIS should contain a section pertaining to oxidant model-

! ling for the construction phase and operation phase. During
construction, hydrocarbon (HC) emission may increase up to 19.7
tons per year and oxides of nitrogen (NO,) emissions may increase
up to 31.6 tons per year. 1In the Vandengerg area, this relates 2-52
to a 4.1 percent increase for HC and a 9.7 percent increase

: for NO,. There is a lack of quantitative data for the opera- ?
' tions phase emissions to make a comparison with existing
emissions.

z
| |
|
i

]
y i

3) Mitigation measures (Section 5.2.1.6) should be discussed in
more detail. Such measures as use of water or chemical dust
suppressants during earth moving activities, paving all roads
and parking areas and, most importantly, the formation and 2-53
sponsorship of van and/or carpools to transport construction
and operation personnel to the job site from their origin,
(Santa Maria, Lompoc, Santa Ynez Valley, Santa Barbara).
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Alkert F. Reynolds
September 21, 1978
Page 2

4) There appears to be a lack of discussion on construction phase
particulate emissions and the effect it will have on the Lompoc
and Santa Maria areas in relation to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard. It must be kept in mind that these areas

have begen designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

as non-attainment areas for particulates.

5) Any article, machine, equipment or other contrivance, (i.e.,
biolers, asphalt or concrete batch planis, paint spray booths,
degreasers, etc.), which may cause the issuance of air con-
taminants will be required to apply for Permits to Operate
from this District and observe all Rules and Regulations of
the Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District.

We appreciate the opportunity to review these documents and offer our
comments, If you have any questions concerning our comments or the re-

quirements of the APCD, please contact Keith Duval, Air Pollution
Engineer, at 964-8658.

-

! _,_,_.—-2‘:"”/: ) /'/'
Joh? B. English

JBE:KD:ja

Enc: Time Slicet
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ADMINISTRATION

CRLIPORIILI &

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING

ENGINEERING BUILDING
123 €, Anapamu St,
SANTA BARBARA
CALIFORNIA 93101

{805} 966-1611

August 30, 1978

MEMO TO : Albert McCurdy, Environmental Specialist II T

FROM : Kenneth Reinertson, Planner 11 W :!
[xlon
o

SUBJECT : MX Missile DEIS nas

BRITT A,

T e T Y T

CounTtu OF SAMTA BARBARA

JOMNSON

Plannlng Director

PAUL W. WACK

gl
L]
%]

QLM OT € if

Please include the following comments and questicns in your response

to the Air Force on the subject document:

1. There is no discussion 0. public safety as it is affected by

transport of missile components through populated areas. What

is the danger, if any, of propellant ignition or explosion in
an accident (e.g., train derailment, truck collision).

2. While the growth inducing impacts of the combined projects are

discussed, several questions remain unanswered. What is the
potential for the newly created job opportunities to attract

more people than there are jobs to employ them (as occurred when

construction of the Alaskan pipeline was announced, for examp
What mitigation measures are proposed to lessen the impact of

le)?

the sudden increase in housing demand? Can action be taken to
ensure that the space shuttle and MX do not "peak" at the same

time? As these programs are eventually phased out, what will
the effect be on the additional residential, commarcial, and
industrial space that was expanded because of them?

3. Energy consumption by the MX project alone, for the LNG, space

shuttle and MX projects cumulatively, and for the resulting d

{rect

and indirect population associated with these projects, should be

analyzed and mitigation measures should be proposed.

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING
Planning, Research, Graphics

LAND DIVISIONS PLANNING COMMISSION

Ext. 230, 232 Ext, 237 360 361 Ext. 250 Ext, 238
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COUNTY OF SAN1A BARBARA
CALIFORNIA

Department of Transportation

COURT HOUSE, SANTA BARBARA, CALIFORNIA 93101

TELEPHONE [80%) 966-161
LELAND R, STEWARD H.R, CALLAMNAN

ORECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION ASSISTANT OIRECTOR OF TRANSPORTATION

POAD COMMISSIONER ASSISTANT ACAD COMMISSIONER
) '..:)
v
MEMORANDUM - )
LA ~Ny
September 6, 1978 O & .
e g b B
ne=_0 -y el
FRE ® T
TO: Albert F. Reynolds 3= 3
FROM: W. G. Menchen

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
MX : Milestone II

We have reviewed the above document and find that the potential
impact on the County road network is adequateliy covered by the
statement in Volume I, "Increased populations will place some
added strain on housing and road networks". Roadway capacity

and traffic safety should not be seriously affected by this pro-
gram, although significant changes in other VAFB programs, notably
the Space Shuttle, in combination with this program may result in
localized traffic congestion and safety problems for which miti-
gating measures would be desirable.

Hoo

el
JONN J. MADDOCK HAROLO L.+URDY W. KEITH PRANKLIN GOROON R 81008
MAINTENANCE ENGINEER SENIOR DESION INOINEER TRANIPORTATION PLANNIKG ENSINEER CONSTAUCTION ENSINEER
(003) 967,933 (005) 96¢-161 (0033 9661615 (00%) 967,933
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IVA GROSS

NENNETH SCHEIERMAN -,
Clerk

Stratton 30838

DOUGLAS L, HILLMAN
Buriington 30807

o ome  RALPH A, CONRAD
Do Flagler 80813

Meet First Warking Day of
The Month and Tuesday of
The Following Wesk

Saptember 6, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safely
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF-MIQ)
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Sir:

Vie, the Board of County Commissioners of Kit Carson County,
Culorado, have just recently heard that yvou are proposing
| to use this area as ons of your MX Missile Base Sites,

It is exiremely difficult for us to see why you would even
consider taking prime agricultur-al land such as we have in
chis area for such a provosal. TYou would be asking us to .
sacrifice one of our most valued resources which is food. 2-59
This proj=zct would eliminate some of the most produciive
; ! farm land in this couniry, as well as elaminating several
communities,

Would it not be more sensible to go %o a location where
you wouldn't be wasting good productive land? Think about
it; there are a lot of people in this world to feed, and
if you eliminate good farm land such as this area, peonle
may go hungry.

Way was your news release put out, and the public given
such a short time in order %o resnond or orotest? Whers 2-60
is our freedom anyrocece? The 'government is erazduail;
taking over,

We, the Board of County Commissioners of Kit Carson County,
Colorado plead with you to take a second look at this
proposad site in Zastern Colorado, and urgs you Lo consider
another site for the MX Missile Buse that is less vroducitive,

P T Tt —
A ARG T (i el
e e L S

¥
Sincerely yours,
Board of County Comnissioners
< x
e . ~7
L - I " ," . .
By <. L) T e Ve

. >

° :. . .‘ - =
Ralon A, Conrad, Cnairman
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BOARD OF DIRLCTQRS
HARRELL FLETCHER, Cturris
Kot Mg
ROBELRT L. HEOLUND
Lomprs
DAVID YAGER
et Bk
ROBERT €. KALLMAN
SaatsBuhyn

WILLIAM B, WALLACE
Sant s Bothara

SOURE IRAST

Mr. Carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Stern:

LGS:1h
Atts.

e kA I ey T ok AT e

.Santa Barbara County Water Agency

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

In response to your request for review and comment on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone II,
we are enclosing copies of pages III-64. III-134-135,
I1I-137-139 and III-384 of the Draft El1S. The comments
attempt to clarify water resources data obtained through
Water Agency Reports and are written adjacent to the indi-
vidual sections on the enclosed copies.

If further review or clarification is required, please
contact the Water RAgency at the above address.

CHARLES M. LAWRAUNCE
HOWARD C. MENZEL s
ominty Lok VReC nder togeeer Waidae
sud £ x Qoo Clerk
sty Bashara Counly water Agency ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
ve aad sagnonstratian Bidg.
0% £ast Amapamu Sireet
San%a Barban, Calt 231010 Senta Harbata, Cslt 93108

Tel. 1805 9661631

105 Ty Arapan. , Tticet

August 29, 1978

Very truly yours,

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY WATER AGENCY

L 7%//14/ /&M

LARRY GéVSKINNER
Planning Technician
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Palentology. Many marine fossils have been observed and/or
collected in the Santa Maria district from at least 263 localities and
catalogued by Woodring and Bramlette (1950). Few vertebrate fossils
have been found. Only a small number of the localities are on the base
and none coincides with the candidate siting areas.

Hydrology (1.2.2,1.3)

Surface Water Hydrology. Surface drainages in the Vandenberg area
generally trend from east to west. Most surface water in the area occurs
in the form of streams; however, several small ponds and lakes are also
found along the depressions of old drainage courses on the base. The
Santa Ynez Piver and San Antonio Creek are the largest drainages crossing
vandenberg and collect most of the seasonal runoff from this area in
addition to carrying runoff from the higher, interior drainage basins.

In addition to these streams, numerous smallexr creeks, such as Shuman
Canyon and Caflada Honde, flow directly into the Pacific Ocean from cther
portions of the base. Figure 1-20 presents the potential for flooding in
the base environs.

Groundwater Hydrology. In the Vandenberg area, large quantities of
groundwater occur in the valleys, particularly in the Lompoc Valley along
the santa Ynez River and in the San Antonio Valley along the San Antonio
River. Groundwater is also available in the Lompoc Terrace area.

A river channel has filled the bottom of the Lompoc Valley with
unconsolidated deposits which have become the primary aquifer in the
Valley. Significant quantities of water are also withdrawn from the Careaga
sand.

The primary aquifer in the San Antonio Valley is in Holocene deposits
water is also produced from the underlying Paso Robles Formation.

Vandenberg obtains its water from wells in the San Antonio Valley,
Lompoc Valley and lompoc Terrace. In both the Lompoc Valley and San
hntonio Valley, groundwater discharge exceeds recharge and the piezometric
head in both areas iz being lowered. The total withdrawal in the San
Antorio Valley is 10,000 acre-feet/year (12.3 x 108 m3/yr), comrared with
an estimated potential yield of 7,000 acre-feet/year (8.6 x 10% m3/yr), 2-61
while the estimated potential yield is 15,400 acre-feet/year (1.8 x 107 m3/yr).

In addition, the amount of irrigation usage relative to the total

usage is declining. This results in a lower percentage of the total
water used being recharged, thus further increasing the effects of the

overdraft. .
th is the )
correct “eshmaled

f)o"’en"; c\‘ \jl\e‘& " Z
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Water Reserves (1.2.2.3.11). The heavy demand for both domestic
water and irrigation water in Santa Barbara County has made water supply
one of the most important public issues. Table 1-29 summarizes water
resources supply and demand characteristics. Figure 1-36 presents the
groundwater basins in Santa Barbara County. The situation is most criti-
cal on the South Coast Basin where the Goleta Water Board is enforcing
a moratorium on new hockups and the Montecito Water District has insti-
tuted rationing measures. This shortage could conceivably be ended in
1985 with the completion of a Coastal Aqueduct to import water from the
State Water Project. Santa Barbara County has entered into an agreement
with the statec for delivery of water in annual amounts up to 57,700 acre-
feet per year. "No growth" advocates throughout the county have campaigned
for a delay in the project while "growth" advocates and agricultural
interests have pushed for early implementation. 'The Scuth Coast area
is also looking at alternative water sources including the temporaxy
importation of Santa Ynez groundwater. However, such alternative solutions
would not relieve potential water problems in the rest of the county.

Financing of a Coastal Aqueduct is a local controversial issue.
Imported water would most likely cost,considerably more than $200 an
T ——— =

——

\?’S) wan

Lake Cachuma on the Upper Santa Ynez River supplies
water to the Santa Barbsra-Goleta area and ground-
water recharge to the Santa Ynez Valley. The lake
is designed for water storage and recreation, not
flood control.

I11-134 Missile Flight Testing
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Twice in the past decade floodwaters of the Santa

(“"J'cYnez River have cut the main road between North and

South Vandenberg.. Such xiver floods as the one -
) / above in 1978 turn an essentially dry river bed into

b reund walee costs b a 1/2 mi wide 20 £t deep torrent that destroys

vary fromn At bridges, sewer lines, and road crossings in the Santa

h - Ynez and Lompoc Valleys.

ANV

a5 fpe for MY

b
:
:

acre-ft, as compared tolcurrent costs of $100-200 an acre-ft or resi- 2-62 (cont)
dential use and‘sso an acre- ft,for irrigation uge, Tt

Streams in the area can flood during heavy precipitation., The
general slope of creek drainages contributes to rapid runoff and peak
discharge to the ocean. However, little data are available on floods
outside of developed areas. Recently, damage resulted from two Santa
Ynez River floods. The first and largest flood had a peak discharge
of 100,000 cfs and the smaller subsequent £lood had a peak flow of
70,000 cfs. Floods of these magnitudes are rare, however,

In a special report, the staff of the Santa Barbara County Water
Agency estimated the urban and agricultural water demand of the localities
in the county. These estimates are given in Table 1-30. Approximately +
75 percent of all water used in the county is for agriculture. North
County consumes about 83 percent of the total county demand while the
South Coast accounts for only 17 percent, Vandenberg's demand of appoxi-
mately 5,000 acre-ft/yr is less than 2 percent of the county total.

Missile Flight Testing III-137
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Table 1-30. Estimated watexr demand in Santa Barbara
County in 1975 in acre-feet per year (af/yr).

LOCALITY URBAN AGRICULTURAL TOTAL
1]
Vandenberg AFB 5,000 — 5,000
Lompoc Valley! 5,600 29,200 35,000
San Antonio Valley! 400 10,100 10,500
Santa Maria valley 20,100 94,400 114,500
santa Ynez Valley 3,300 31,000 34,200
South Coast 35,000 13,800 48,800
Other Areas 400 31,800 32,200
Total County 70,000 210,300 280,300

1Exc1udinq Vandenbexg AFB.

Source: Santa Barbara Ccunty Water Agency, 1977.

In most cases the total available supply for the groundwater basins
as shown in Tables 1~29 aud 1-30 are for extractions and were calculated
assuming overdrafting to meet demands. Total available supply is the
sum of the surface water supplies and the groundwater bacin safe yields
for extraction. The es{imated demand represents both agricultural and
municipal and industrial demands by public and private purveyors. Supply
winus demand indicates whother or not adequate water will be available.
Positive numbers indicate surpluses, while negative numbers indicate
deficits.

Judging from the overall difference kLetween the water supply and

55 300 demand, it is apparent that demand surpasses supply by more than
V acre~feet per year (af/yr). Unless other sources are introduced
to the

region, the growth in the region will be limited by the water

supply deficit experienced in the county as a whole. - 5;000?

The water demand at Vandenberg in 1975 was about af/yr. The
present 1Q wells ~ghase arc adequate for present water demands. The
future suppLy for some wells would depend on the demands in the rest of
the county, especially the wells from the lompo. ‘ains system which is
the last downstream user of the aquifer. Operation of these wells in
Lompoc Valley may be discontinued if the water quality continues to
deteriorate because of overdrafting by upgtream users.

I1I-138 Missile Flight Testing
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Water Supply at Vandenberg. Vandenberg's surface water supplies ';
are limited by seasonal stream flow and are not used for domestic purposus.
Surface water onbase occurs in small permanent lakes, streams, and ponds.
The five small lakes onbase which cover a combined area of 27.3 acres.
have a combined volume of slightly over 200 acre-ft. They are: Punchbowl
Lake (13.6 acres), Mod III Lake (2.6 acres), and Upper, Middle, and Lower
Canyon Lakes.

At Vandenberg, large quantities of groundwater occur on the base,
particularly in the Lompoc Valley along Santa Ynez River and in the
San Antonio Valley along the San Antonio Croek. Groundwater is also
available in the Lompoc Terrace area. ‘\\1 AJfggc wity SLCU)A+

Y ¢ " r‘t‘.“u
L ,_1 The total withdrawal in the San Antonio Va:.ley i 0,00Q)acre-ft/yr,
2f! i compared with an estimated potential yield of{7,000Acfe-£ft/yr, and the ,b,, 1
17€0O% "7 total withdrawal in the Lompoc va;le area is 5'00 Q! acre-ft/yr, while, 19000 [2-65
27199 (¢ the estimated potential yield isQ 400} acre- t/yr (Livingston and Blayney,
i

1974). 1In the alluvial aquifer in the San Antonio Valley south of San
. f-kff‘ P4 Antonio Terrace, the water table occurs at an approximate elevation of
- Lebt 16 to 30 ft (Muir, 1964). The unconsolidated deposits which f£ill the
13 te bottom of the San Antonio Valley are river channel and alluvial deposits
- B ]& > of Holocene age, underlain by the Paso Robles Formation and Careaga sand.
r C.2.c The /primary- aquifer in the valley is_the olocene deposits. Water is also
F produced from the~iiddérlying Paso Robles PFoxmdtion.. As of 1964, the
plezometric surface (the maximum level to which the water will rige} at 2-66
Ve the west end of the San Antonio Valley was high enough to preclude salt
water encroachment.

( P Water is also being pumped from the Lompoc Terrace from two wells at
thc combined rate of 230 acre-ft/yr (143 gallons per min). Evenson and
t Vf\‘ ﬁ Miller (1963) estimated that the available storage of groundwater in the
e 13 Lompoc Terrace is 60,000 acre-ft and that the Lompoc Terrace aquifers
o \L; could sustain a pumping rate of no more than 500 gpm. Under present con-
h ditions, much of the groundwater recharging to the Lompoc Terrace even-
tually discharges into the aquifers in the Lompoc Valley to the north.
.As of 1963, the piezometric level in the western end of the Lompoc Valley
*/I af; « had not been reduced to a level where salt water intrusion could occur 2-67
ig [  (Bvenson and Miller, 1963).

All of Vandenberg's water supplies are pumped from groundwater sources
via ten wells located onbase. The base does not acquire any water from
surface supplies or from contract sources. 1In terms of total pumpage, the
mair portior o_f__g._hg__;_uggl@ntl - comes from the western end of the

+ ““lompoc Plain aquifer near the mouth of the Sa.ta Ynez River, The next
[Ty larcest contributing source of water for the base 1s the (wes t‘er“""ﬁ'poraii
/! iror of the San Antonio aquife;, Finally, South Vandenberg iz'supplled with

.F,/‘o Vst water from the aquifer under the Lompoc Terrxacc. iy
e
g

——
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natural pattern of water erosion and deposition which would be reflected
in changes in the land surface. The Shuman Canyon CSA would be affected
the most by surface water erosion and alteration of drainages.

Soil (5.1.2)

Soils would be disturbed, buried ox lost along trench alignments
in the areas of the shelters and at the appurtenant facilities. The
soils at Vandenberg are subject to erosion if they are not protected
and stabilized by vegetation or natural soil structure. Areas where
the soil structure or vegetation are disturbed or removed by grading,
earth moving equipment or vehicular traffic would be sunjected to
increased wind or water erosion. The stabilized sand dunes which are
present in most of the coastal areas at Vandenberg are the most
rensitive., Removal or disturbance of the root network on dune sands
would expose all the underlying sand to wind erosion that could cause

’ blow-outs and reactivation of the dunes.

Geology (5.1.3)

Ground shaking during earthquakes is the only geologic effect that
cannot be avoided. Some measure of ground rupture on slope displacement
could also be expected. These effects can be very adverse for earth-
quakes centered close to any of the proposed facilities. The structures
and foundations can be designed to withstand the design levels of shaking,
but some damage might still occur and cause a temporary shutdown of the
facilities.

Water Quality (5.1.4)

Most impacts of construction and missile test firing should exert
only temporary impacts on the area's surface and groundwater quality, as
most areas will eventually revegetate and contaminants will be washed
away and diluted by seasonal rainfalls. Most of these temporary impacts
will be unavoidable. The impacts from sediment runoff will be mitigated
by natural attenuation due to terrain, by minimal removal of surface
vegetation during construction, by placement of sedimentation weirs in
ditches and valleys leading to tributaries and permanent ponds, and by
adoption of measurements promoting natural revegetation of cleared areas
once construction is completed. Recent upgrading of the Lompoc Regional
Wastewater Reclamation Plant has effectively mitigated expected
increased sewage loads due to influxes of construction and operation
personnel, thus preventing the potential for further eutrophication of
the ecologically valuable lower Santa Ynez River and Lagoon. Increased
load to the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Facility will not degrade
ocean water quality becanse of quick dilution. This shlement 13 7
Sawk Maria. Faul deos net have e Gcean owlmll. l)/.;/’asd s by
crops. Tncreased Joads + ﬁ«c.'/,'/(y wid a’ej/a

—
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c ¥ 110 BAST COOK STREET SANTA MARIA, CALIFORNIA 93454

August 28, 1978

805-925-0951

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF/MIQ)

Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MX:
Milestone II project and would 1ike to make the following comments:

1. There appears to be a discrepancy between statements made in the
EIS for the Space Shuttle and the DEIS for the MX project,
regarding the transient working force. The shuttle EIS states 10
workers will stay in Santa Maria-Orcutt (Pg. 5-55) whereas the
DEIS for the MX project referes to 20-30 (Pg. 111-323). 2-70

2. The demand for permanent housing in Santa Maria-Orcutt is estimated
in the Space Shuttle EIS to be 147 units (Pg. 5-57). The permanent
housing demand is estimated to 650-700 in the DEIS (Pg. 111-324).

There appears to have been a dramatic change in the estimated impact
of the Space Shuttle on the North County since the Shuttle EIS was completed.
If this is the case, it should be identified in the report.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Very truly yours,

[ ¥ "”r Q‘T

AL AUTRY, Director
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

AQA/mlr
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L ! August 18, 1978
| 9
!
f Or. Carlos Stern i
! ‘ENrQ\s’.slosxhrQ Deputy for Environment and Saiety (SAF/HIQ}
] < oy g YN Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
3 i Coshean County Pentagon, Washington, 0.C. 20330
; 15T VICE PRESIDENY . ; i + :
AEOLIN CARPENTER SUBJECT: MX-Milestone Il Missle System
Councliman
] Clty of Plainview Dear Dr. Stern:
.ND VICE PRESIOENT - : : :
ALAN HENRY On Wednesday, July 19, 1978, the South Plains Association of
3 Councliman Governments received notification and your application for the
Clty of Lubpock above-referenced item. Please be advised that the Natural Rescurces !
1RO VICZ PRESIDENT Advisory Committee will meet at 3:00 p.m. on‘Monday, August 28, i
HENRY HECK 1978 in the Conference Room of the South Plains Association of
P St Governments, 1611 Avenue “M", Lubbock, Texas to review your appli-
cation. The a‘orementioned committee will forward 2 recommendation
¥TH VICE PRESIDENT to the South Plains Associaiion of Governments' Board of Diraciors
H&anﬁszggNG for their consideration at a later date (you will be informed as ]
’ Dickens County to the time and place in the near future). f
: .. i
| i PALL OIS We request that a representative of your organization attend ;
{ Mayor ProTem both meetings in order to answer any questions that mignt arise.
City of Littielield
j TREASURER You should a2lso be notified that on Fridey, August 18, 1978 State
‘ 2§ £, * M LANCASTER Appiicaticn Identifier Number TX 80802006 was &ssigned to the
t Tounty Commissioner above-mentioned project. If, in the future, you have questions
‘ Lybbock County about your application, please include the SAI Number with your
' X-GFFICIO MEMBER communication.
r ! CAROLYN JORDAN
L Clty Councliwoman £ ] . ek . 3 t s
¢ - ! 1f we may be of further assistance, do no® hesitate to contact
3 Clty of Lubdeex thiS office
o * S erelil///"
3 “XECUTIVE DIRECTOR (é )
L TRUETY MATES cﬁé“fé&/f <
E Lol S
James V. Crider

i Community Development Planner

! 1611 Ave. 14

ubbock, Texss 76401 JvC:jh
806-762-8721

An Equel Opporiunity Employer Through Affirmetive Action

¥
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Executive Director

Southwest Nebraska Council of Governments
P. 0. Box 126 Phono 308/345-2622

McCOOK, NEBRASKA
| 69001

i September 1, 1978

Mr. Carlos Stern, Ph. D.

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Department of the Air Force
Office of the Assistant Secretary
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Mr. Stern:

The Southwest Nebraska Council of Governments has received and reviewed
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MX: Milestone LE.

The possibilities of locating one of the alternative base mode types some-
where in western Nebraska, for deployment in the FSED stage, has stimulated great
concern, consternation and opposition on the part of the local populous and
members of the Council of Governments,

The SWNCOG General Assembly has directed me to inform you that they perceive
' the potential adverse environmental ramifications of the proposed project to
outweigh any possible merit that might result from a project of the scale and
scope being proposed. It does seem somewhat ironical that a missile system
designed to protect people should be so well protected from the effects of ra-
diation fallout to keep going even though the entire populous it is intending
to serve may have been exterminated.

I have enclosed a couple of the written comments submitted to this office,
to date, relative to the MX project. Any additional information relative to
the public briefings to be held in this region after Labor Day will be of inter-
est to this office. This concludes Regional Clearinghouse A-95 Review.

Sincerely, ) .

B ///’.
- {4
& s 4234/2;(/( (e stk
E Barbara Klima “—~
- ’ Director

[ Public Conments VI - 2-93




PSPPI W

. !
N D ekt s ], bt s ol e e e e 5 e it e e 5 2n

AMahl R T T T ST T T T T A TR T TR R T R T e TR T TR A e T AR AT

1007 First East
McCook, NE 69101
August 31, 1978

Barbara Klima
COG Director
McCook, Nebraska

Dear Madam:
The MX Missile should not be located in Southwest Nebraska.

The designation of "Southern Great Plains Short and Mixed
Grass Prairie" is misleading as a description of the entirely
agricultural nature of this part of Nebraska, Dryland wheat
and irrigated corn are grown on most of the tillable acres,
The hilly land is used for large numbers of beef cattle which
feed on the grass and then are fed to prime slaughter state
in this same geographical area.

This is a highly producing agricultural area for grains,
cattle and hogs, These food products supply the tables of
mny of our citigens.

The hazards accompanying nuclear warheads are unwanted in
Southwest Nebraska. We have just been .nade aware of an accident
in Wood, Kansas, near Yichita, Kansas. An accident with an MX
Missile could be even worse,

I have no engineering background but I can understand that
an enemy satellite flving overhead could detect the one MX Missile
in one of many '"holes", This would demand anti-detecting devices
on the coverings of all "holes'. A new agreement patterned after
SALT could set up ceriain days when Russian satellites would fly
over the area and the '"toles" would be opened for photograbhing
to reassure the Russiansg that there was only one MX Missile in
the "holes', Then »11 "holes' would be pinpointed on Russimn
photographs,

The security is not emough, the hagards are twm numerous,
It strikes me as being too impractical for the $30 billions to
be spent with poor security and plentiful hagards,

WIFPE (Women Involved in Farm Ecomomics) members are asking
for hearings (the Air Force briefings in seven Nebraska counties
after Labor Day are not hearings) in Ogallala, Nebraska and/or
Sterling Colorado and/or Colby, Kansas., These hearings must be
well publicized and announced well in edvance.

A concerned citigen,
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SOUTHWEST NEW MEXICO
COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Catton P. 0. BOX 2157
211%2 N, BULLARD
SILVER CITY, N.M. 88081
388.1974

Hidalgo

DATE _September 1, 1978

Department of the Air Force

TO:
Washington, D.C. 20330

FROM: SOUTHWEST NEW MEXICO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

SUBJECT: A-95/Environmental Review
Project #_ 561 SAI#

NEMBERS:

COUNTIS,
Grem
Cotren
une
Hidelge

MUNICIPALITIES:
Soyrid

Centeal

Demung
Columbus

Silver Cry
Lordibirg
Hyrley

Reverve
otsiriCes:
Grant NRCD
Deming NRCD
Son froncico NRCD
Midolgs NRCD

SCHOOL DISTRICTS:

Cobre Conalidoted Schonis
Silver Conselidated Schoels
Lerdiburg Myunkipel Schools

Title nraft EIA Impcat Statement-Dept. of Air Force

This letter indicates our concurrence in the no comment review
given the above mentioned project by the Technical Review

Committee of the SWNM COG.

The pertinent comments were duly adopted at our regular meeting

held __ August 31, 1978 ’ at _Doc Campbell Tradina

Post, Gila Hot Springs. .

Very truly yours,

Chairman, SWNM COG

«\QW% v, 4/7%

JWH/GW /gg
Encl
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DATE September 1, 3978

TO: CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS SWNM COG
FROM: CHAIRMAN, TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE
SUBJECT: A-95, Environmental Review

PROJECT # 561
TITLE Draft EIA Impact Statement-Dept. of Air Force

- -

The attached A-95/Environmental Review was received by the Technical Review

Committee at their meeting held_ August 30, 1978 , at the Council of

Governments Office in Silver City.

The no-comment: review yio -: adopted and recommended to the Southwest New

Mexico Council of Governments for approval and submission to the appropriate

agency.

Respectfully Z;;gigted,

Lewis Putnam

Chairman,
Technical Review Committee
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Scott M. Matheson
Governor

STATE OF UTAH
Office of the
STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR
118 State Caoitol
Sait Lake City, Utah 84114
(801) 533.5246

September 5, 1978

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

Gentlemen:

The Utah State Environmental Coordinating Committee has
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

MX: Milestone I1I. The Committee offers no comment.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

e Zgaust

Lorayne Tempest

Assistant State Planning Coordinater

L7/jb

cc: Ed Blaney
Wasatch Front Regional Council
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COMMENT
NO.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The level at which the present environmental analysis was done
was dictated by the need to survey very large areas of the
country in an efficient manner. Nc attempt was made in Volume IV
to identify in detail the earthquake hazard at each BMCA. fThe
potential for the occurrence of earthquakes was evaluated in
general for each area and was not found to be a critical hazard.
Volume IXII addresses the active system testing and test locations
at Vandenberg AFB. There, seismic activity was investigated

in some detail.

Mineral resources, including coal, oil, gas, metalic deposits
and other materials, were considered in the basing mode com-
parison areas. Loss of revenue was used as an impect estimator
so that a roughly equivalent comparison parameter could be used
to evaluate the areas concerned. There is no intention to perma-
nently prevent access to potentially vital resources because

of the existence of the MX project. At present the life of

the system is relatively short in comparison to the time during
which some mining claims have historically been idle.

Locations with surface developable geothermal resources would not
generally be suitable under present screening criteria for MX
deployment when the thermal source is at some depth, as is true
for several of the areas. Development technology is just now
being formulated. It will be some time before these methods are
practicable on a broad scale for economic extraction of geothermal
energy.

An FEIS for Deployment Area Selection will ke prepared prior to

a siting decision. Impacts of facilities in a specified location
or locations will be treated. Seismic risks, impedance to devel-
opment of natural resources (metallics, non-metallics, fossil
fuels and geothermal energy) and other details will be evaluated.
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COMMENT

NO.

2~4

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The comment is valid. The statement is now replaced with
"Areas with groundwuater tables (unconfined aquifers) less

than 50 £t (15 m) from the surface were rejected from any
further considerations.”

The southwest is experiencing historic high levels of cement
consumption. There are many reasons for this condition, in-
cluding several years of dry winters (preventing the stock-
piling of cement by manufacturers during the slack construction
season), flooding last winter (that damaged some facilities),

a coincidence of housing and non-housing post-recession con-
struction peaks, and slugishness of industry capacity - virtually
all the years between 1957 and 1976 - and in part because

of the need to invest in environmental controls and energy-
efficient technology instead of new capacity).

The confluence of all these factors in thc summer of 1978 is
unique. It is extremely unlikely that these factors wiil persist
unchecked for 5-10 years throughout the southwest. Many other
resource constraints (e.g., water and electric power) would come

into play and make such an alternative future as nearly certainly
impossible as one can say.

If the MX system were to be deployed in Arizona, a decision

will not be made until careful analysis of site-specific

issues, such as cement, are addressed in the deployment area
selection LIS. That does not mean that all project cement would,
or should, be supplied by Arizona plants. Any adverse regional
efforts can be mitigated by distributing purchases over a wide
geographic area and absorbing the added transportation costs into

the cost of the project. In this way, regional markets would not
be disrupted.

The unique character of the San Antonio Creek least tern colonies
and habitat is appreciated. Mitigation measures and a discussion
on the potential impact of launch noise on least tern breeding

is given in Volume III, Section 3.1.1.2.4 of the FEIS.

Data are inclusive on the effects of noise on wildlife, particu-
larly brief, infrequent episodes of high intensity noise coming
(cont.)
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2-5

2-6
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

at irregular intervals. No such studies have been conducted

at Vandenberg during previous launches. The number of launches
expected from MX testing and compariséns to past numbers are
discussed on p. III-26) of the FEIS. It seems likely that the
combined total number of launches during MX testing will be lower
than in past periods. The lack of specific data dealing with
launch associated noise on least terns is addressed on p. III-?63.
Predictions of noise levels (dB) at the two San Antonio Creek

and the potential Santa Ynez River tern colonies are preseated

in Volume IIX, Tables 3-6 and 3-7,

There is no data to support the idea that these levels of in~
frequent exposure on wildlife would have an adverse impact on

the least terns. To further clarify the impact of noise and
sonic booms on wildlife from AF launch vehicle, the Air Force has
initiated a study to examine the effects of noise impacts on
wildlife. If the results of these studies and subsequent evalua-
tions of the impact of MX launch activities on VAFB show that

the least tern will be adversely impacted, consideration will Ye
given to adjusting the launch schedule to coincide with the non-
breeding sa3ison.

Most of the data employed to develop the archaenlogical sensitivity
map are derived not from the Space Shuttles Surveys, vather they

are from earlier surxvey work by Spanne (1970, 1971, 1974): The
major limitation in this data base is that survey coverage was

not as intensive or as well controlled as the Space Shuttle
research. As a result, it is probable that limited activity

sites were frequently missed during this survey, though it is

much less likely that multiple activity sites were missed.

In order to supplement the published sources, a reconnaissance
was conducted in the four CSAs during April 1978. However, the
dense vegetation cover limited visibility, especially in the
Shuman Canyon and Lompoc Terrace CSAs. Ten percent or less

of the direct impact areas in the conceptual facilities layout
wils examined, and no new sites were located.

The professional archaeologists have been involved in literature
searches, consultation with previous researchers on Vandenberq,
(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

COMMENTY
NO. RESPONSE

2-6 and limited archaeological reconnaissance of the CSAs. These
professional archaeologists will coutinue to participate in the
decisionmaking process with the assistance of appropriate
archaeological consultants, as well as state and federal officials.

2-7 References to historical archaeological remains are contained in
Spanne, 1974.

2-8 The Air Force is aware of the need to determine impacts, if any,
on prime farmland and the existence of such lands in Bastern
Colorado. Land use maps of irrigated cropland, dry cropland,
and rangeland are being developed and will be incorporated in
the siting EIS and the deployment EIS. The Air Force is not yet
in a position to identify potential sites so the Basing Mode -Com-
parison Areas have heen used to analyze the potential differential
impacts of the alternative basing modes (Horizontal Shelters,
Vertical Shelters, Slope-Sided Pools, and Hybrid Trench). Each
of the issues noted in these comments will be analyzed if the
South Platte area appears to be a viable siting area.

2-9 In order to be able to compare power availability of the seven
full-scale dev:alopment states, the production to capability ratio
is shown for each. The U.S. Federal Power Commission, Electric
Power Statistics, monthly states that in 1975, 742 MW of the
3,707 MW of installed generating capacity was hydro; this is
equal to about 20 percent (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1976)}.

The 1975 electric production is given as a percentage of capability
in each of the seven states where missile and transporter com-
ponents are most likely to be developed to make it possible to
compare this ration among the states. It is also assumed in

other parts of the DEIS that the minimum acceptable ration is
about 70 percent.

2-10 The DEIS statement that the City of Denver generates two-thirds
of its own power is incorrect. All power is supplied to that
city by the ! ublic Service Company of Colorado. The Bureau of

(cont.)
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COMMENT

NO.

2-10

2-11

2-12

2~13

2-14

2~-15

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

Mines Minerals Yearbook, 1974 (page 357) states that in 1974,
bitaminous coal and lignite production in northern Colorado was
308,000 tons and in southern Colorado it was 7,479,000 tons
(U.S. Department of Interior, 1976). It is possible that pro-
duction levels Lave since changed in favor of the northwest.

The MX basing modes have been defined so as to survive present
and future Soviet threats.

Those options were omitted from discussions since prior analyses
concluded they were not viable options.

More specific analysis of environmental concerns, including the
impact on water and electrical usage, will be included in the
siting EIS and deployment EIS. The current report examines
alternative basing modes and does not make any siting
recommendations. Therefore relative comparisons are adequate.

Irrigated farmlands are incorporated in the report through the
analysis of the value of agricultural production. The South
Platte Plains has the second highest value of agricultural
production of all the comparison areas ($41,000 per square

mile vs $86,000 per square mile in the Texas High Plains ~- in
1977 dollars). The term "range land" was used since this is still
the dominant land use in spite of the growth of center pivot
irrigation.

A public hearing was held at Lompoc, CA on 30 August 1978.
No. However, copies of the Milestone II Draft EIS were sent
to state and areawide clearinghouses, members of the Kansas
Congressional Delegation, the State Governor, and to many
other agencies and individuals in Kansas. The public comment
period on the Draft EIS was 60 days, and comments received
are addressed in the Final EIS. Copies of the Draft EIS
were sent to all members of the Kansas Delegation on the day
it was made public.
- (cont.)
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COMMENT

NO.

2-15

2-16

2-17

2-18

2-19

2-20

e o T e e

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The action discussed in this EIS does not make a siting
decision.

South Platte Plains was one of seven basing mode comparison
areas (BMCAs). BMCAs are sample areas used to evaluate the
impacts of alternate basing modes. Before a siting decision

is made, an environmental impact statement (EIS) will be
prepared. Agricultural losses will be an important consideration
in the analysis for this EIS.

A 45-day comment period is prescribed to permit public/private
organizations and individuals an opportunity to comment on

the statement. These comments help improve the EIS and are
valuable feedback. The period also allows the public to express
its support or opposition to the program. In the case of MX,
the Final EIS is responsive to comments received during a

60-day period.

This report is based on the most current information available for
the Shuttle and reflects some refinement in impact analysis
methodology. Data for the Shuttle are most accurate in this
report and the City of Lompoc's Community Cevelopment Depart-
ment has been so advised. See Volume III, Section 3.3.2.

Additional backup information on potential housing in motels, camp-
grounds, and mobile home parks is given in Volume III, Section
1.2.2.3.7. The Air Force will coordinate with the City of Lompoc
and other local governmental agencies to discuss adequate
mitigation of the impact of the transient construction workers

for MX and the Shuttle. The participation of Western LNG
Associates must he decided by that company but it is noted that
Vandenberg is approximately 30 road miles from the proposed LNG
site and separate mitigations of the ING impact near that site
might be more appropriate.

See Volume III, Section 2.2.2.3 for additional data regarding
these issues.
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COMMENT
NO.

2-21

2-22

2-23

2-24

2-25

2-26

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE
See response to item number 2-19,

See Volume III, Section 3.3.2.2.5 for a more detailed evaluation
of traffic impacts on H Street in the City of Lompoc.

The analysis in this FEIS is intended only to assist in the
narrowing of system options at Milestone II. The data on Basing
Mode Comparison Areas was generated primarily to assess the
relative impact of various system options. The site-selection
EIS will present a more detailed analysis of the areas considered
for eventual siting.

The reference to inadequate quality or quantity reflects the
present situation in the South Platte Plains area. Rapid
development of irrigation along the South Platte River in Keith,
Perkins and Chase Counties has heavily tapped the availahle water.
In the remainder of the BMCA including the Colorado High Plains,
groundwater use is under strict control because of the potential
for rapid depletion. These two aspects of groundwater use imposes
limits on the extent to which irrigated agriculture may develop.

In Volume 1V, Section 1.2,3.7.4 the first item under Groundwater
Hydrology should be changed to read as follows: 'rhe alluvial
aquifers and the Qgallala aquifer yield good water at a roace

of 500 gpm (1.9 m3/min) or more."

The estimates of impact shown in Volume IV, Figure 3-8 of the

DEIS includes both direct project construction demands and induced
population demand. However, the electric energy impacts dis-
cussed in the FEIS, Volume IV, Section 3.2.17 are calculated

on a Regional Electrical Reliability Council Area basis instead

of a Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) region basis. The
reliability council regions are much larger than the BEA regions
and more accurately portray the ability of larger regions to meet
electric energy needs. Table 3~5a indicates that a nominal pro-
ject in the South Platte area would use only 1.0 to 2.8 percent
of the projected power surplus in the western systems coordinating
council region (NERC, 1978).
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COMMENT

NO.

2=-27

2-28

2=-29

2-30

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

The objective of the basing mode comparison areas examined was
to provide a representative sample of a variety of areas within
which to examine alternate basing modes. In depth studies are
now in process to provide information relevant to the eventual
choice of a deployment site (or sites). Details noted in the
commert wiil be examined closely during the siting studies.

In the present study these are covered only in general terms

so as to help evaluate basing modes. Federal aid programs,
which may be available to state or local governments, will

be considered in greater detail in the EIS to be prepared prior
to a siting decision.

The chart referred to is presumably Figure 3-8, p. 1V-97,

of the DEIS. Point and area security comparisons on thac chart
are for the vertical shelter mode. The methodology used in the
analysis was presented in Section 3.1, p. IV-73 £f of the DEIS,
and the supporting bar chart was presented as Figure B-3, p. B-8
of Volume V of the DEIS. The threshhold separating "small" and
"moderate" relative impact poltentials was 0.7, consistent with
the results shown on that chart. The factors entering into

the calculations are described in Volume IV, Section 3.2.7 of the
DEIS.

The nurber of surface water permit holders and the uses for
which these permits were issued was not investigated. These
factors will be considered in the Deployment Area EIS. The
establishment of groundwater control areas on the entire eastern
plains was considered. However, only the physical availability
was explored.

Water was estimated from several factors including: concrete
required per aimpoint and water per yard of concrete; sand per

yard of concrete and water required to wash the sand; aggregate

per yaxd of concrete and water required to wash the aggregate;

water required to compact the saturated fill; man-days of direct
labor times a multiplier for indirect population and estimated
consumption per man-day; water required for dust control during
aimpoint construction; allowance for equipment washing; water-
required per mile of road; allowance for "other" construction; and
water required for construction of perimeter roads where applicable.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

2-31 A BMCA is representative of the phyasical and biological character
of a larger geotechnically suitable parcel and is a sample
deployment site for basing mode environmental comparison. No
BMCA has been chosen for siting considerations. The EIS, page
IV-iv states: "The choice of a site is not to be addressed as
part of Milestone II." Once a site is chosen, the amount of
"highly secured" land or fenced area depends upon the security
configuration chosen; area or point security. See Volume 1V,
Section of Land Uses.

2-32 There will be no effect since MX FSED does not involve the use
of nuclear materials. Subsequent nuclear warhead production
if required, would be the responsibility of the Department of

Enerav
. 2-33 Transportation of the MX weapons between sites at particular siting
locations will be addressed in subsequent environmental impact
- statements.

2-34 The potential for production of rubber extracted from the guayule
P plant grown in favorable desert areas will be addressed in the
! future EIS for proposed deployment area selection.

2-35 The BMCAs used in Volume IV are not alternative deployment areas
but samples of possible siting areas. Specific other projects,
such as the proposed Water Isolation Pilot Plant, will be
evaluated for compatability/conflict with MX as part of the siting
EIS and the deployment EIS.

n e A e e =

3
-

2-36 See Volume III, Figures 2~-3, 2-4, and 2-5 for sources. Data
are for mid-1977.

2-37 The MX EIS assumes that all direct construction and operations
personnel will come from areas cther than Santa Barbara County
primarily Los Angeles. During MX construction, two other pro-
jects (LNG and the Shuttle) will have already drawn heavily
on the S.B.C. workforce. During MX operations, the Air Force

(cont.)
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2-37

2-38

2-39

2-40

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

estimates that all direct MX jobs would be new positions at
Vandenberg AFB. Most of the Shuttle direct operations work-
force is expected to be a transfer of joub responsibility from
current Vandenberg programs to the Shuttle. MX, however, will
require an additional workforce.

The indirect workforce is a different matter. These jobs occur
throughout the regional economy and represent all job skills
(physician, retail clerks, receptionists, warehouse workers,
educators, etc.). Most of these indirect jobs would be in
construction, manufacturing, services, and trade, particularly
retail trade. These are the sectors showing the most widespread
and persistent unemployment in the County during the 1971 -~ 1975
period. Current area residents are more likely to hear of these
new job opportunities and thus more likely to £fill the positions.
These jobs would likely go to currently unemployed local residents,
reduce the unemployment rate, and increase the labor force parti-
cipation rate. As the comment notes, "...most unskilled labor
tended to be local ..." A large share of these indirect jobs
require unskilled or semi-skilled workers so the evaluation

that many of these jobs would go to current area residents is
valid and consistent with the comment.

It is possible that the skill requirements noted in Volume III,
Section 1.1.6.1. will be locally available. However, this
possibility is low given the prior claims of LNG and the Shuttle.
For this reason the MX EIS assumes all MX construction workers
will be imported.

Job-hopping will certainly occur to some degree but this would
not be an additional source of in-migration. Once a worker is
in santa Barbara County, employment on MX or LNG or Shuttle
will not be a source of additional growth.

The employment projections are the upper limit of the range of

the reasonable "worst case." This is particularly true for MX

where 100 percent of direct construction and operations person-

nel are assumed to be in-migrants. For the Shuttle and ING,

the asswiiptions are those used in the EIS reports for those

projects. Thé extreme worst case of all worhers for all projects
(cont.)

Vi - 2-108 Public Comments




WW\ Ay g

-

£
=

COMMENT
NO.

2-40

2-41

2-42

2-43

2-44

2-45

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

being imported is not reasonable since Santa Barbara County
has a large supply of available workers.

See Volume III, Saction 3.3.2.1.4.

The maximum MX requirement of 250 construction workers requiring
temporary housing is the cumulative result of the overlapping
schedules of MX/LNG/STS. By itself MX would not have an adverse
impact. A coordinated mitigation strategy involving MX and
Shuttle planners as well as local governmental agencies will be
developed as schedules for these programs become fixed. The
involvement of Western LNG Associates in these efforts is wel-
come but it is recognized that the LNG facility is proposed for
a site approximately 30 miles from Vandenberg AFB.

The GRC multiplier referred to is a population multiplier
developed for a study of housing needs related to the student
population at the University of California at Santa Barbara.

It is not comparable with the regional economic multiplier
developed in this report to examine the impact on gross output,
earnings, and employment that may occur as a result of con-
struction, manufacturing, and operation in support of testing
a new missile system.

Direct short-term water requirements for construction of the MX
flight test facilities at Vandenberg AFB are estimated to equal
15.9 acre-ft. Additional water demands will result during the
construction phase due to in-migrating workers. Table 3-50
indicates that expected induced population water demands in 1981
will increase by 109 acre-ft as a result of the MX construction
phase. Project water requirements during the operational phase
(1985) of the test program are expected to equal about 100 acre-ft.
Additional demands resulting both from direct and indirect-induced
employment and population increases bring the total increased demand
to 5929 acre~ft. as shown in Table 3-53.

Detailed modeling of the oxidant concentrations within Santa

Barbara County is a desirable goal. At the present time emissions

inventories of the precursor gases are not complete enough or
{cont.)
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2-45

2-46

2-47

2-48

RESPONSES TO CCMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

detailed enough to warrant the kind of modeling effort implied
in this commert. This is also stated in the referenced ERT
Jun 1978 report with respect to the applications of the TPA
EKMA (Empirical Kinetic Modeling Approach) model.

The general rather broadly conservative approach used by ERT to
project tlLe hourly ozone concentrations is at present the state-~
of~the-art. For Vandenberg and its surroundings the projection
indicated ozone levels of between 0,8 and 0.9 ppm by 1986 or 1987.
Based on this information it appears that the addition of MX
construction related traffic emissions would not materially
change the relatively large average concentration proiections in
the years between 1980 and 1985. Subsequent to 1985 the MX
operational traffic related emissions become very small. Little
effect would be seen on average air quality conditions even if much
reduced emissions were expected throughout the county and con-
siderably lower countywide concentration levels were projected.
Nordsieck, R.A., Lurmann, F.W., Hutchins, J.R., 1978, "Updating
and Analysis of Air Quality Impacts of Regional Transportation
Plans for Santa Barbara County, Environmental Research and
Technology, Concord, MA.

Clarification of the population increases associated with the
project has been provided in the FEIS in Volume III, Section 3.3.2,1.3.

The relationship between the Space Shuttle project and the MX
projects is not now readily defined as to air pollution. Any
scenario within a broad range of likely relationships is possible.
A nminimal intecraction approach was taken to delineate a fair
level of confidence for project specific effects. The potential
increase in pollution levels for the MX and Space Shuttle was
examined to the extent that an additional Space Shuttle related
traffic load was assumed in the calculations over and above
normally expected traffic flows (i.e., without either project)
for the Lompoc area.

The Air Force sponsorship of early dust suppression technology has

been explored, including the development of a new commerically

available dust suppression product. This particular product

has been used extensively at Vandenberg in the past, both for
(cont.)
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2-50

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

treating sand dune areas for revegetation and construction areas
for dust suppression. The continued use of this same type of
control method is expected for the MX construction project. In
Volume IIX, Section 3.3.3 the control of fugitive dust is given
as an expected 50 percent reduction in dust quantity. This
reduction includes paving surfaces where appropriate (roadways

and parking areas) and minimizing the number of vehicles accessing
the area.

Van pooling and car pooling have already been instituted as a
general mode of transporation to and from Vandenberg. It has been
encouraged by the Base Environmental Protection Committee and has
shown to be a viable method of reducing the traffic to specific
locations within the base. It is assumed that the base sponsor-
ship of such air quality control measures will continue.

The monitoring points on which the local non-attainment status for
particulate concentrations was determined are located in Lompoc
and Santa Maria and are some distance from Vandenberg. No effect
on Santa Maria or the community's attainnment of National Ambient
Air Quality Standards would be expected from the construction
activity at Vandenberg. Since Lompoc is downwind of Vandenberg,
about 50 to 75 percent of the time, some transient effect on the
local particulate concentrations would be expected. However,

the increases would be small, would immediately disappear at

the completion of construction and most probably will be barely
detectable above the background dust levels from local agriculture.

A Vandenberg AFB monitoring program with measurement sites located
on Vandenberg is presently being implemented for the purpose of
establishing ambient conditions. Future activities at the base,
including the MX (and Space Shuttle) construction will be sub-
ject to this monitoring program. One long-range goal of the
program is to ensure that proper controls are being instituted

by all onbase projects. -

Information on the permit requirements of Santa Barbara County

has been provided routinely to the Vandenberg Environmental

Protection Committee for use by the base in formulating its

control policies. Implementation of the MX construction and

operations program at Vandenberg and the long-range planning of
(cont.)
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i 2-50 base support is reviewed by the Committee and the necessary

actions to accomplish proper environmental accommodations are
' identified and recommended for adoption.

Vandenberg personnel are also directly invelved, through member-
ship on the North County Steering Committee, in defining the
actions required on a countywide basis to ensure compliance with
the 1977 revisions in the Clean Air Act including development
of the local air quality management plan.

2-51 See response 2-47.

; 2-52 The operations phase of the MX program at Vandenberg is expected
. to have only a minor impact on base emissions of hydrocarbons
and nitrogen oxides. Subsequent to the construction phase,
’ existing Minuteman operations may be phasing down as the MX
! systems are phasing in. Some overlap in operational surface
| ' vehicle traffic could occur, depending on phase schedules,
] but this would result in only a fraction of a percent change
% in vehicle emissions.
|

In Volume III, Section 3.3.3.2.1 a discussion of carbon monoxide
(CO) and nitrogen oxide (NO,) concentrations due to vehicle
emissions is presented along with the rationale for their selection
: . as MX operational impact indicators. The emissions used to pro-
duce the model outputs of concentrations shown in Figures 3-16 and
3-17 were 1.97 tons/year fro CO and 0.33 tons/year for NO_. These
are the MX operations related vehicle emissions projectedxfor the
year 1985. The respective percentages compared to the existing
1976 Vandenberg base-year emissions are 0.2 percent and G.1
percent.

2-53 See response 2-48.
2-54 See response 2-49.

2-55 See response 2-50.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

COMMENTS
NO. RESPONSE

2-56 To insure the safe transport of flammable or explosive materials
through populated areas, the California Legislature has es-
tablished regulations on this subject in Division 14 of the
Vehicle Code. The regulations provide for:

e Special licensing of drivers
e Special inspection of transporting vehicles

e Safe desiyn and construction of liquid cargo carrying
vehicle

e Establishing routes and safe stopping points

& | e Supplying drivers with maps of approved routes
)

Design and construction criteria are established by the State Fire
Marshal and all other criteria by the State Highway Patrol.

Routes are established by the Highway Patrol for the transportation
> of explosives in Santa Barbara County. Generally routes follow

! U.S. Highway 10l and State Highways 1 and 246 with special by-
pass provision for the more built-up areas of Lompoc.

! Launches are relatively infrequent, so transport vehicles of

) this type should be a comparative rarity in the region's traffic
flows. This plus the provisions of the law, would lead to a very
low likelihood of a seriocus accident.

: 2-57 New job opportunities plus the attraction of Santa Barbara to job
A ; seekers may contribute to the fact that in the State Employment

; Development Department's experience, in Santa Barbara there are
ordinarily more seekers than jobs. Such a development would

not be very comparable to the Alaskan casc since mobility in and
out of Santa Barbara is easy and inexpensive for those on the
move looking for jobs (not the case in Alaska).

How sudden the increased housing demand may emerge will depend
upon the precise schedules of the three projects and these
are not firm as yet. As knowledge of schedules and associated
housing needs becomes workable. local developers can ordinarily
be relied upon to build in places and numbers depending upon
zoning and other land use controls.

(cont.)
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RESPONSE

The Space Shuttle and MX do not peak simultaneously in the
present schedules; the shuttle peaks in 1980 and M in 1982.
With present schedules, LNG and the Shuttle peak in 1980 -~ a
time when there is no MX activity.

As the programs phase out there may be lower use rates (higher
vacancy rates) of some residential, commerical and industrial
developed property but this cannot be forecast since it depends
on other developments we do not know about at this time.

The cumulative electric energy requirements of the MX/SS/LNG
projects will peak in 1981. The energy requirements are based
on 5,000 KWH per capita per year for the general population
and 33,400 KWH per direct labor for project construction.

The general project induced population of 11,740 will require
about 59,000 MWH and the three projects (with 2,271 direct
employees) will require about 76,000 MW, making & total ot
135,000 MWH of electric energy required by the three projects

in 198l1. Our analysis has concluded that no mitigation measures
need be proposed. Following is a table of the elements of the
above:

Electrical Energy Requirements
In The Peak Year, 1981 (MWH)

INDUCING FACTOR TOTAL

PROJECT “INDUCED POPULATION
REQUIREMENTS REQUIREMEN'TS

LNG 47,800 20, 300 86,100
S8 20,200 34,300 54,400
MX 7,800 4,200 12,100

TOTAL 75,900 58,700 134,600
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2-63

2-64

2~-65

2-66

2~67

2-68

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM STATE/LOCAL AGENCIES

RESPONSE

Basing Mode Comparison Areas are sample areas to aid in
environmental analysis. Sites will not be picked until
after a subsequent EIS is filed.

The public was given the legally required 45 day comment
period in which to respond to the Draft EIS. An additional
15 days was subsequently granted.

See Volume III, Section 1.2.2.1.3 for correction of this
error on FEIS page III-67.

See Volume III, Section 1.2.2.3.11 for a more detailed des-
cription of imported water cost projections.

See Volume III, Table 1-29 for correction of this error in
Table 1-29 of the DEIS.

See Volume III, Section 1.2.2.3.11 for correction of these
errors on DEIS page III-138.

Santa Barbara County Water Agency indicates that the updated
figure for total withdrawal in the Lompoc Valley area is 19,000
acre-ft/yr (instead of 16,000 acre-ft/yr shown in the DEIS),
while the estimated potential yield should be 17,000 acre-ft/yr
(instead of 15,400 acre-ft/yr), of which 2,900 acre~ft/yr are
for phreatophytes and the remaining 14,100 acre-ft/yr are for
the actual conjunctive uses.

The most important aquifer in the San Antonio Valley is -‘the Paso
Robles Formation, which supplies well water to Vandenberg.

In an updated report released by Evenson and Miller in 1976, no
sign of improvement of the piezometric level was indicated.

This paragraph was correct as originally worded.
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i 2-69 Increased loads to the Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Facility
] will not degrade ocean water quality since disposal is done by
| spray irrigation of crops. Subsequently, the increased loads
! to the Facility wmay contribute to a slight degradation of local
groundwater quality by a build-up of salts. :
2-70 The MX report contains the most current available data on the

impacts related to the Space Shuttle. The discrepancies

bet reen the MX and Shuttle EISs generally result from more
precise methods of projecting impacts rather than from changes
in the Shuttle program.
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INTRODUCTION

R

The Air Force received and reviewed several hundred letters commenting
on the MX Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The comments fell into
two categories. In the first category are many letters with similar
comment patterns. The Air Force summarized these comments and prepared
a generalized response. The names and addresses of the individuals whose
letters were summarized are listed in this volume. The second category
of letters raised specialized comments and an individual response was
prepared. Each letter of this category, along with the Air Force reply,
is also printed in full.

The Air Force welcomes and values "feedback" concerning the MX DEIS.
As you know, the Air Force is required by law to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement before deciding upon major actions which could significantly

affect the quality of the environment. This process allows for ample feed-
back.

Te

The Air Force publishes a DEIS and submits it to appropriate agencies
and the public for review and comment.

i
|
i
!
!
b
i
|

A 45-day comment period is prescribed to permit public/private organi-
zations and individuals an opportunity to comment on the statement. These
comments help improve the EIS and are valuable feedback. The period also
allows the public to express its support or opposition to the program. In
the case of MX, the Final EIS is responsive to comments received during
a 45~day period. -

buring the comment period, the Air Force has the option of holding one
or more public hearings; it is not required to do so. The Air Force does
hold hearings when it judges that hearings would help the comment process
or be in the public interest. This was the case with MX and a hearing was
held in Lompoc, California, since the major environmental impacts resulting
from MX full scale engineering development will occur in the Vandenberg
AFB area. During the Lompoc hearing the Air Force received comments,
answered questions, and prepared a written transcript of the hearing.
Air Force did not consider hearings in the Basing Mode Comparison Areas
appropriate since it is not selecting a site in which to deploy and locate
MX, at this time. Following the DEIS comment period the Air Force publishes
a Final Environmental Impact Statement containing and responsive to the
comments received. The final EIS contains a revised analysis and the Air
Force response to comments on its DEIS; both comments and replies are

The
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published in the FEIS. This, in {he Air Force's judgment, affords ample
opportunity for public comment.

When the time comes to select a site to build the system, the RAir
Force will prepare another Draft EIS. It will be circulated for public
review and comment. In addition, the Air Force plans to hold public
hearings in those .:reas which, at that time, are still candidates.

No decision has been made as to what missile should go into full-
scale engineering development nor what basing mode should be developed
in FSED.

hee e e o i i o e A i ¢ e e+

This section includes a listing of federal, state, and local agencies
and other parties from whom written comments were received during the
review pveriod on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. fThose
respondents being provided a copy of the Final EIS are also noted.
Sections 1 through 6 contain a record of written responses received.
Respondents are cateqgorized in Sections as follows:

!
|
] 1 Section 1 Federal Agencies
E ; Section 2 State/Local Agencies
i ! Section 3 National Organizations
- i Section 4 Local Organizations
7 . ) Section 5 Individuals
i Section 6 Petitions
! Section 7 Transcript of the Public Hearing in

- T Lompoc, California, August 30, 1978

All of the comments provided in Sections 1 through 7 were carefully
considered by the Air Force and used in the preparation of the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

E:

Air Force responses to substantive comments or questions raised on
the Draft EIS have been included at the end of each Section. In some
instances, the respondent is directed to the appropriate section in the
text of the Final EIS where the answer may be found., Copies of the FEIS
are being provided to those agencies, organizations, and individuals whose
comments have been specifically responded to in this slatement. In addi-
tion, copies of the FEIS were mailed to libraries of many cities and
universities from which most of the comments of a generalized nature
were received.
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X

RESPONDENTS TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAY, IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)

Copies of the Draft EIS were provided for review and comment to
federal agencies, state and local government agencies, and the general
public. Written comments were received from the following:

FEDERAL AGENCIES

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Defense Nuclear Agency

Department of the Navy

Federal Aviation Administration’

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

National Science Foundaticn

Southwest Federal Regional Council

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines

U.S. Department of th? Interior, Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of the Interior

United States Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

U.S. Environmental F..otection Agency

Federal Highway Administration Region Nine

Western Federal Regional Council Region IX B

vii




STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Arizona Department of Economic Security

Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
| Arizona Office of Economic Planning and Development
Burlington, City of
California Department of Fish & Game
California Department of Parks and Recreation
California Office of Planning and Research
Colorado Department of Local Affairs
Connecticut Office of Policy and Management
Cornhusker Regional Council of Governments
Greater Southwest Regional Planning Commission
Hayes Center, Village of
Illinois Bureau of the Budget
Kansas House of Representatives
! Kit Carson County, Colorado
Lompoc, City of
Lompoc, City of

B iilssouri Office of Administration

1 ’ Nebraska Office of Planning and Programming

Nebraska State Legislature

e e

Nebraska Unicameral

New Jersey Department of Community Affairs
New Jexsey Department of Community Affairs

New Mexico Office of the Governor

E

4
&
L.
F
8
1

New Mexico Office of the Governor
; New Mexico Department of Finance and Administration
New Mexico State Planning Office
Pennsylvania Governor's Office
Santa Barbara County - Cities Area Planning Council
Santa Barbara County, Department of Environmental Resources

Santa Barbara County, Department of Environmental Resources

Santa Barbara County, Department of Environmental Resources
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Santa Barbara County Health Care Services

Santa Barbara County Health Cave Services

Santa Barbara County Department of Planning

Santa Barbara County Department of Transportation
Santa Barbara County Water Agency

Santa Maria, City of

South Plains Association of Governments

Southwest Nebraska Council of Governments
Southwest New Mexico Council of Governments

Utah, State of Office of the State Planning Coordinator

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

American Security Council
American Federation of Labor
Center for Law and Social Policy

National Associa*ion of Regqulatory Utility Commissioners
Sierra Club

LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

Burlington Colorado Chamber of Commerce
Clergy and Laity Concerned

First United Methodist Church, Lincoln, NE
STOP MX COALITION

Women Involved in Farm Economy

Yuma Chamber of Commerce

ix
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INDIVIDUALS

Listed below are individuals who provided specific unique comments
or questions requiring individual answers.
names and addresses of individuals (approximately 600 letters) who asked
similar questions or made similar comments.

Mr., Harold Ahlschwede, Gurley, Nebraska

Mrs. John Bloom, Oakley, Kansas

Mr. Stephen A. Cresswell, Lompoc, California
Mr. James J. Ehrlich, Keenesbury, Colorado
Mrs. Agnes Ellidt, Wichita, Kansas

Mrs. Margaret Faimon, Stratton, Nebraska

Mr. Stanley M. Faimon, Stratton, Nebraska
Ms. Dede Feldman, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Mrs. Wayne I. Gatlin, Atwood, Kansas

B. E. Gottschalk, Benkelman, Nebraska

Mrs. Gordon Goucher, Palisade, Nebraska

In addition, Section 5 includes

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

Ms.

John M. Green, Wauneta, Nebraska

Donna Hall, Benkelman, Nebr;ska

Allen G. Hardwick, Sidney, Nebraska
Eugene E. Johnston,Denver, Colorado

& Mrs. J.C. Klein, Yuma, Colorado

& Mrs. Ron Lagir, Grinnell, Kansas
Diane E. Maahs, Julesburg, Colorado
Mary McCaffrey, Seidert, Colorado
Loretta M. McGowen, Spaulding, Nebraska

Ryal Meyer, Ogallala, Nebraska

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.

Thomas H. Olson, Lisco, Nebraska
& Mrs. William J. Powell, Sr., Yuma, Colorado
& Mrs. Jerry N. Preston, Benkelman, Nebraska
Renee Renzelman, Wray, Colorado

Mary Schaffert, Curtis, Nebraska

Ms. Nancy G. Schaffert, Curtis, Nebraska
Mr. Russell J. Shaw, MiraLoma, California

Sister Hope Steffens, Lone Pine, Nebraska
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Amy, Frank B. and Anne M. Svoboda, Ogallala, Nebraska
Mr. James Teply, Grand Junction, Colorado

Mr. & Mrs. J.M. Thompson, Greensboro, North Carolina
Mrs. J.M. Thompson

Mrx. Robert A. Webster, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Mr. Tim Whalen, Tulsa, Oklahoma

Mr. Jim M. Whitman, Kanoradu, Kansas

Ms. Stephanie Brock, Weskan, Kansas

Mr. Tim Buchanan, Yuma, Colorado
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LOCATION OF REFERENCE COPIES

Copies of the MX Pinal Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) have
been mailed directly to numercus organizations and interested individuals.
In addition, reference copies of the MX FEIS have been distributed to
numerous city and university libraries for use by the general public.
Additional copies may be requested by writing to:

Civil Engineering Division

SAMSO/MNND

Noxton Air Force Base, CA 92409

The following is a partial listing of libraries receiving a copy

of the FEIS.

University of California
Davis Campus Library
Davis, California 95616

University of California
Los Agneles Campus Library
Los Angeles, California 90024

University of Nevada Library
Reno, Nevada 89507

University of Nevada
Las Vegas Library
Las Vegas, Nevada 89109

Utah State University Library
Iogan, Utah 84112

University of Texas Library
Austin, Texas 78712

University of Texas
El paso Library
El paso, Texas

Colorado State University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 85021

xii

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Arizona State University Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281

University of New Mexico Library
Albugquerque, New Mexico 87106

New Mexico State University Library
Las Cruces, New Mexico 88001

Kansas State University Library
Manhattan, Kansas 66502

University of Xansas Library
Lawrence, Kansas 66044

University of Nebraska
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

University of Nebraska Library
Omaha, Nebraska 68101

Wichita City Library
223 So. Main
Wichita, KS 67202
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University of Colorado Library
Boulder, Colorado 80302

Oklahoma State University Library
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74074

University of Oklahoma Library
Norman, Oklahoma 74074

Lompoc Public Library
601 East North Avenue
Lompoc, California 93436

Santa Barbara Public Library
4040 East Anapamu Street

Box 1019

Santa Barbara, California 93102

Boulder Public Library
1000 canyon Blvd, Drawer II
Boulder, CO 80302

Burlington Public Library
415 15th Street
Burlington, CO 80807 -

Denver Public Library
Denver, CO 80203

Colorado State Library
Denver, CO 80203

Otis Public Library
102 S. Washington, Box 95
otis, CO 80743

Bird City Public Library
Bird City, KS 67731

Colby Community College
1255 So. Range
Colby, KS 67701

Pioneer Memorial Library
375 W. Fourth
Colby, KS 67701

Wray Public Library
621 Blake Strecet
Wray, Colorado 80758

Stratton Public Library
Colorado Avenue
Stratton, CO 80836

Yuma Public Library
114 west 3rd Ave, Box 281
Yuma, CO 80759

Atwood Public Library
102 so. 6th St.
Atwood, K& 67730

Goodland Public Library
8th & Broadway, Box 619
Goodland, KS 67735

McDonald Public Library
McDonald, KS 67745

Sharon
113 w.
Sharon

Springs City Library
Second
Springs, KS 67758

Kansas
Box 68
Wichita, KS 67208

State University Library

Hayes Center Public Library
Hayes Center, NE 69032

Imperial Public Library
703 Broadway, Box 724
Imperial, NE 69033

McCook Public Library
802 Norris Ave
McCook, NE 69001

McCook Community College Library
{Learning Resource Center)

Goodall City Library
203 West "A"
Ogallala, NE 69153

Palisade Public Library
Palisade, NE 69040

xiii
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AMERICAN SECUR:.Y COUNCIL

Washington Communications Center

Boston, Virginia 22713 John M. Fisher
Preswdent

August 23, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety
SAF/MIQ

Pentagon,

Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

Thank you for your letter of August 14th regarding the "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on MX: Milestone II," which
you kindly provided me for review. I welcome the opportunity to
express a comment on this DEIS,

I congratulate you and your colleagues for a very thorough
study. I am sure it will be of great benefit to the decisionmakers
in their deliberations at Milestone II.

I am most pleased to note the basic conclusion, namely, that the
environmental impact of the testing programs associated with the
Full-Scale Bngineering Development phase of the MX program will be

minimal, and that most adverse effects can be mitigated by careful
planning.

I am also pleased to note that the MX program will serve to
provide employment for as many as a quarter of a million of our
citizens (1-91), if the program is implemented in full.

Although the above two points are positive factors in favor of
both Full Scale Engineering Development and, uli:imately, total
deployment of the MX~ICBM system, I think it is extremely important
to consider what would be the effect on the environment and the
economy of the United States, if the MX system were NOT developed
and implemented. Those sites in the several states west of the
Missigsippl River which now serve as hosts for our ICBM launch
facilities are rapidly becoming inviting targets for 300 or more of
the Soviet Union's largest and most powerful ICBMs (SS-9, SS-18,
88-~19). Most of the first-strike scenarios involving these missiles
describe attacks in which, conservatively, as much as 3,000 megatons
(300 missiles with an average payload of 10 megatons) of nuclear
energy would be released against our Minuteman and Titan missile
silos and related command and control centers. It is of minor
importance, but nevertheless meaningful, that Soviet nuclear
warheads are not considered to be as "clean" as U.S. warheads, which
have been carefully engineered to minimize nuclear contamination.

Publi.c Comments VI - 3-1
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The quite amazing improvements in guidance systems and MIRVing
techniques for Soviet YCBMs, evidenced in recent live tests of the
lastest Soviet ICBMs, are of such levels that the Department of
Defense has recently announced that Soviet ICBMs will, by the turn
i . of the decade or very shortly afterwards, be able to destroy as many
'Y i as 908 of U.S, ICBMs in their silos. This Gegree of vulnerability
E . of our primary retaliatory weapons, achieved by a series of
; carefully considered decisions by Soviet leaders, can only lead to
s the conclusion that those Soviet leaders do, in fact, intend the
¢ destruction of our ICBMs. If Soviet leaders were primarily
concerned with defense through strategic deterrence, rather than
with a first-strike capability, they would have designed and
deployed totally different kinds of missiles with smaller warheads
-= gimilar to those on U.S. Minuteman IIXs.

L

Admittedly, the effect on the environment of the United States,
and in particular on the environment of the Western States, is a
factor that belongs in the operational justification for the MX
nissile program, rather than in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. Nevertheless, the environmental effects of a Soviet 3-1
! preemptive attack are 30 many orders of magnitude more significant
j than the ones dealt with in the DEIS study that I trust and urge

that they will be considered as part of the setting in which the
{ Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be evaluated.

T

In a similar vein, although I am pleased that the MX program
will provide employment for many American citizens and serve to
stimulate the nation's economy, that is not the primary function of
the MX program. To give the economic impact of the MX program
anything other than the most minor considerat{on would be to confuse
the ultimate value of the program (the end -- enhanced survivability
for our strategic deterrent force) with the means (R&D and
production) of achieving that end. This form of confusion leads to
the kind of criticism one occasionally sees of Defense programs, in
which it is shown by comparison that an investment of Pederal
dollars in non-Defense programs would create more jobs than a
similar number of dollars invested in Defense programs.

PR

Apart from the basic fact that a non-Defense program provides
the nation no defense, the more important point is that the
Constitution charges the Federal government with the specific
- responsibility for providing for the "common defense.” The Pederal
. government is at best inferentially charged with helping those who
"are unemployed, under its obligation to provide for the "general
welfare.”

In summary, it is my hope that the MX program will be
3 implemented in full. I am pleased that the adverse environmental
. : impact from this program will be minimal and, therefore, that
i environmental impact considerations need cause no further delay in
the program's implementation.

With kindest regards,
Sincerely,
) pe .
7 /{/"//) findt? L

B ‘John M. Fisher
President

JMP/psc
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Building and Constvuclion Frades Depariment

AMEKICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR — CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
318 SIXTEENTH ST, N W., Sulte $03 & WASHINGTON, D. C. 2000¢

{202) 347-1481
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September 18, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern
Deputy for Environment
and Safety
U.S. Department of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on MX:
Milestone II has just been received by this Department. Altkough
the September 5 deadline for comment and review has passed,
please allow me to take the liberty of offering this letter in
support of the expeditious development of the Missile-X system.

This Department is primarily concerned that the Environmental
Impact Statement, in compliance with CEQ quidelines, will unnec-
cessarily impede the Full-Scale Engineering Devclopment (FSED)
for the M-X system.

Our support for the production of this system is based upon
two aspirations cherished by all Americans - a sound national
econom” and a sound national security. The Building Tradesmen
believe that thz development of this M-X system will help promote
both of these objectives.

If this Department can be of further assistance in this matter,
please contact our office.

N

With best regards, I am

Sincerely,

ert 2. Gedrgin
President

RAG/ra
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Leonard ¢ Mevker
Caret Oppenhenmne?

; MatyaG Rowe
' Habert Semnw!
i D'r . Carlos Stern nm:, 3 Shytiman
* Deputy for Environment and Safety e

Department of the Air Force
wWashington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr., Stern:

I appreciate receiving your letters and the copy
of the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) on
“MX: Milestone II".

Comments have now heen prepared and are submitted
herewith on behalf of the organizations listed below.

Yours éincerely,

Keonnsd CP Wecler

Leonard C. Meeker

Center for Law and Social Policy
L : 1751 N Street, N.W.

: ' Washington, D.C. 20036
‘ (202) 872-0670

X Counsel for:
Federation of American Scientists

New Directions
Friends of the Earth

attachment: Comments on draft EIS on "MX: Milestone II”
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August 30, 1978

COMMENTS ON MX MILESTONE II
ENVIRONMENTAL IMP2CT STATEMENT

‘ I. Basing Mode--Growth of the MX Program as a
product of changes in the strategic climate.

It appears from the Milestone II MX EIS that the

stimulus for the development of a multiple aim point (MAP)
2 basing mode is a belief that the U.S. silo-based ICBM forces

are becoming increasingly vulnerable. Growing vulnerability
is posited as the result of expected growth in the size of the

Soviet strategic force. However, none of the assumptions

that have led planners to conclude that a certain size basing
mode (250 missiles, 5000 aim points) is necessary have been
examined in the EIS. Thus there is no discussion of the

possible environmental impact in the event that: (1) Soviet

MIRY forces grow at a greater rate than is expected; or (2)
that the Soviet forces presently limited in size by SALT 3-2 |
agreement are allowed to increase at an unrestrained rate, |

The environmental impacts of these changes in the
strategic situation would be great. ILf the Soviets should

choose to increase the number of reentry vehicles in their

LA
B

MIRV missiles in the face of U.S. deployment of a

g” multiple aim point system, then to ensure U.S. force
¢
%1 survivability the projected number of aim points would have

to grow as a factor of Soviet reentry vehicle growth. This

Public Comments VI - 3-~5
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would also be true in the event that the number of deployed
Soviet missiles increased in the event of a SALT breakdown.
As a result of these two uncertainties about the size of

the needed multiple aim point force, the true environmental

impact could be drastically greater than the Milestone II 3-2 (cont)

o o o it e T 8 b oA e St T, 3 el

EIS projects.

The effect of an increase in the size of MX deployment ?

3

would have serious environmental consequences. As stated in
the present draft EIS, the MX missile would have an impact on
employment, population, and environment in the regions in
which it was to be deployed. These impacts would no doubt
become far more dramatic as the size of the program grew.

As a result of the uncertainty of the amount cf

growth that the MX basing system would be subject tu, it will

be harder for its ultimate environmental impact to be

assessed. The proposition that the size of the multiple aim

point basing mode is relative to a changing and inestimable

future threat needs to be stated in the Milestone II EIS.

3
|
o et v & o e sttt et SO o A et S M b i M e

Additionally, the ranges of increase in the system's sizé

should be determined and the resulting environmental impact

studied.

These impacts need to be addressed «. an early
planning siage because they bear heavily on the feasibility
of the MX basing concepts. It is therefore important that

they be asscssed in the Milestone II EIS.
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II. Alternatives

A. Phasing out land-based ICBMs. Among the alter-

natives not discussed in the draft EIS is a phasing out of land-
based missiles on the part of both the U.S. and USSR,
Justification for the MX missile is laid upon an apprehended 3-3
incrzease in vulnerability of the U.S. land-based ICBMs to
Soviet nuclear attack. Coincidence of thsr same problem for

the Soviet land-based force could lead to an escalation of

TR M

ICBM construction on both sides which would not improve the
security of either. Hence, an alternative to consider is
reducing and then phasing out entirely the land-based
strategic nuclear forces of the U.S. and USSR.

B. Deployment of MX in submarines. Another alternative

not considered in the Milestone II basing mode EIS is

deployment of the MX missile in submarines. Since submarines

have already demonstrated their value for carrying long-range

ballistic missiles and since there is presently a new submarine

under construction--Trident--which could carry MX, -it is

. “~.)

. relevant for the alternative impacts of the deployment of an
Py

- ! MX Missile in this basing mode to be addressed. Since there
i are presently plans for the development of a new longer-range

and larger-payload Trident II missile, which will have many of

the characteristics of the MX, exploration of this alternative

appears particularly relevant.
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C. Shift from land-basing to submarine-basiny of

ICBMs. As an aspect of both the foregoing alternatives,
consideration should be given to replacement of U.S. land-

based missiles with the MX deployed on submarines that might

3-3 (cont)

be kept relatively near to land and bases for servicing. Such
a force would have much less vulnerability than land-based
ICBMs, and economic costs and impacts that might be relatively

moderate.

D. Deployment of single warhead missiles. There is

no discussion in the EIS of the possibility of deploying
single-warhead missiles instead of the presently planned MX
missile. The vulnerability of Minuteman and alsc of Soviet
ICBMs results from the deployment of highly accurate MIRVed
missiles. By reversing this trend and reducing force growth
now, we mwyht bc able tp slow the arms competition between the
U.S. and USSR and thus ease future defense-related environmental

dagradation.

E. Comparison of alternatives. Under the CEQ

Guidelines, 1500.8 Part 4, environmental analysis should’

"be sufficiently detailed to reveal the agency's comparative
evaluation of the environmental benefits, costs, and risks of
the proposed action and each alternative." Thus the Milestcae

II EIS should include a thorough examination of the comparative

impacts of the alternatives.
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' IIX. Impact of MX in Nuclear War.

l The ultimate purpose of the MX project is to deploy
a new highly accurate and large throw-weight missile, and to

j deploy a new,less vulnerable multiple aim point basing mode.
These goals have environmental implications going beyond the
impact of deployment and therefore should be assessed before

% the program proceeds into its later stages.

g The deployment of a super~accurate multi-warhead

American missile could create the perception on the part of

the Soviet Union that their land-based missiles were threatened.

They might then respond with a MAP system of their own, or

they might decidc to deploy md}e new missiles. This in turn

o

would force the United States to react and perhaps increase
its deployments. Thus the MX system represents a new
escalation in the arms race in terms of adding nuclear weapons

to each side's arsenal. The environmental impact of this

) escalation ouzht to be assessed at an early stage as it will
provide military planners with the information necessary to 3-6
evaluate the risk to the environment that will ultimately be

posed by the deployment and possible use of this system.

In addition, the purpose of the MAP basing mode is to

increase dramatically the number of targets that the Soviets
must attack in a first strike. Should deterrence break down,

or should limited "counterforce exchange" take place between

public Comments VI - 3-9
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the U.S. and the USSR, the impact of attacks on a MAP system

in terms of the number of attacking weapons could be
significantly greater than they would be if our missiles were
deployed in single silos. As a result there might be a
significantly greater amount of fallout deposited in the
Southwest where the MX is to be deployed. We believe that an
acsessment of the environmental impact of an attack on the pro-
posed MX force would bear directly on the desirability of the
MAP deployment mode, and aid the decision maker in his
evaluation of other alternatives. For this reason, such an

analysis should kc made a part of the Final MX Milestone II EIS.

Global fall-out from a nuclear exchange would be
further magnified in large degree if the U.S.--and the USSR
following suit-~were to proceed to £ill all the multiple aim
points with missiles. fThe possibility of this occurring is

obviously influenced by the difficulty if not impossibility

of verifyinrg compliance with an agreed limitation on the number of
missiles once a MAP system is deployed. The comparative

impact of nuclear exchange in the event of an explosive increase

in missile deployment should also be analyzed.

2
A

X R YT wwv-"m‘ : g

w~wrww‘

VI - 3-10 Public Comments

e s
N P

P

1;5&,’3;_"‘:;.‘_‘..1,}.._4, Al S = s

A\

g A
PR

g e a TSR WX SRS S AT




!!rﬂT¥ T T T m e s s, e e e
F |
1 H
i
i
!
.i |
% | National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
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i NORMAN AL JOHNSON, JRa Fost Pree Pravident Telephone: 202 - 287324 i
' Misssppn Pablie Serace Commission Patt. Roboi ke
! i Hoarc Waltar Sillons suae Office Bunlding Adminstiatir Dot s
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1 Novada Patlic Sanvac Convrssion
1 ! % Lant K Steeer September 13, 1978
! Canson Gitn, Nevada 20701
1 ;
3 i
‘ Dr. Carlos Stern
! Deputy for Environment § Safety
X Department of the Air Force
! Washington, D.C. 20330
. J Dear Dr. Stern:
H
i ; Thank you for the five volume Draft Environmental Impact
. Statement on the Missile X: Milestone II System.
) We do not have comments to file since our organization
} is not involved in this area.
% Sincerely, .
{
% ¢\<_<£ / !
Gordon L. P¥ZZa '
. Director of Economics
| GLP:jrf
t
|
b
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i
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S I E RRA C LUB 530 Bush Street San Francisco, California 94108 (415) 981-8634

1 September 1978

! Carlos Stern, Ph.D,
Deputy for Environment & Safety
office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

(SAF/MIQ)

Dear Dr. Stern,

The MX missle system represents a large commitment of national resources--

expenditures on the order of $20 billion and possibly exclusive use of almost

4 million acres of public lands. The very scale of these figures iImply that

decisions made on this project will have major impacts on land use, on the econo~

my, and of course, on the defense posture of the U.S.

I wish to preface my more detailed comments by saying that the Department

of Defense will have to present arguments In favor of this project that justify

its scale as well as its Intent if the Department hopes to win public support

for MX deployment.
' My own expertise is in land use and that is the primary focus of my concerns.
I was priveleged earlier this year to have been briefed on the MX project by
Colonel Molnar and Major Sabsevitz from the missle development center in southern
California. At that time I expressed my concern over the program's lack of
communications with the Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management,
administrator of several of the potential development/deploymentsites. There is
very little in the Milestone II documents to indicate that much progress has been
made in this area. The only conclusion I can draw is that concerns over land
i use questions have been deferred for Milestone III.
' Bureau of Land Management (BLM) planning now just beginning will determine
i the future nature, uses and values of the BLM lands under consideration for MX
' siting. This planning includes wilderness Inventory and many other programs
mandated by Congress in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. It
seems lmpossible to accurately evaluate the iImpacts of MX deployment without
more detailed reference to BLM planning, as this is the best source for documenting
the opportunity costs of siting MX on BLM lands.

I believe such considerations are appropriate at the Milestone II phase
because though there are substantial differences between the impacts of different
basing modes, these are small in relation to the total impact of any deployment
as envisioned; and the Milestone II document should allow evaluation of the
basic costs of the system, in terms of land uses as well as of expenditures,
as this is a key question in determining whether deployment should be pursued
at all.

The major choice offered in the Milestone II documents, in terms of impact
on land use, is between area and point security. The implications of this
decision need further attention in this EIS. Some of the questions that immedi-

ately occurred to me were: in the case of point security, would traffic restric-
tions be necessary on roads between launch points? Would cattle operations be
compatible with the use of the roads for the MX system? What impacts can be
expected to follow public access to previously unroaded areas?

A major impact insufficiently analyzed in the EIS concerns use of scarce
The geotech~

water resources for construction and operation of an MX facility,

S Al st ALttt o i v
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

The doctrine of strategic deterrence holds that maintaining a
survivable retaliatory force, which is the purpose of develop-
ing the MX system, will make less likely the occurrence of
nuclear war with its associated adverse impacts. Thus, while
the possible consequences of not having a sufficient retali-
atory capability must be taken into account when considering
strategic programs, it is not necessary to discuss the environ-
mental impacts of nuclear war in the MX: Milestone II EIS.

No decisions as to the ultimate size of a deployed MX system
have yet been made, nor will any such decisions be made as

part of Milestone II. The environmental impacts of a deployed
MX syste- :-ould be expected to vary with the size of the system.
Unpredictable changes in the strategic situation are beyond the
scope of the Milestone II FSED decision.

The U.S. policy of strategic deterence is embodied in the Triad.
Any decision to modify that policy must be made by the President.
The Air Force is not proposing a new policy or reexamining pre-
sent philosophies. Unless there is a substantial revision in
American policy, all three elements of the Triad are expected
to be retained. It is within this context that the Air Force
proposes to continue the MX program by proceeding with the next
phase, Full-Scale Engineering Development. The program con-
sists of developing two components: an improved ICBM, and a
more survivable basing mode. The goal of the program is to in-
crease the effectiveness of land-based ICBMs. The Milestone II
EIS examines only those alternatives that can contribute to
this goal. Therefore, the alternatives suggested in the com-
ments are not reasonable. In addition, both the premises and
the conclusions of an analysis of these alternatives would be
entirely speculative.
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nical siting criteria do not seem to have included analysis of what seems to me
a central question: do the proposed sites have enough water to make construction
of the system at all feasible? Some quantification is needed to answer this
question and the subsequent question of what the cost of this water use will be
in terms of impacts on site hydrology and limnology. A key question in this area 3-10
is what the rate of recharge of groundwater resources are and whether it is
sufficient to sustain operation of vhe MX facility over its projected life.

. Impacts on other uses and users of water in the area should also be addressed in

‘ greater detail: the mere admission that water tables will be lowered is of little
use in evaluating the consequences to be expected.

Likewise, a more direct treatment of power supply for the facility is
needed. The EIS does imply that new facilities will be needed, but does not
address who will be responsible for providing this power or what the impacts of
generation and transmission will be.

The information presented on the biology of potential sites, and particularly
on endangered species, is far from complete., This is not a terrible defect in
the EIS at Milestone II, but the EIS at this stage should indicate that there is i
a problem resulting from the lack of thorough biological inventory on these sites 3-11
which will have to be rectified at substantial cost to the project. The same
is true regarding archeological resources.

One impact ignored in the EIS is the role of surface disturbance from con-
struction and roadbuilding as a vector in the distribution of Coccidioidomycosis,
a fungal lung disease contracted from spores found in certain arid soil types in
the southwest.

A key issue I would like to see addressed in the Milestone IT EIS is the
mechanism existing or proposed for land acquisition for MX deployment--doth from
private owners and from the Bureau of Land Management. While the financial aspects 3-12
of weapons acquisition are treated in the EIS, the legal pathways to acquisition
of a deployment site are not. How the possible changes in land use goals and
uses will be evaluated is essential information to those parties--ranchers, miners,
landowners, recreationists, and environmentalists--primarily iInterested in the MX
project as it affects land use, They want to know how their concerns will be
evaluated and how the action that affects their interests--the acquisition of lands=-~
will operate,

I wish to thank the Department of the Air Force for soliciting my comments
on this matter. I am sorry I will not be able to attend the public hearing on
the EIS, but hope these written comments will be adequate to express my views.

I hope these comments are useful to you, and if there is any question I urge
you to call me for clarification. If possible, I would greatly appreciate yuur
written response to my comments,

Sincerely yours,

oty %
Russell Shay

National Conservation Staff
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If a decision were made to deploy a single warhead system
with a capability equivalent to the proposed MX system, it
is obvious that greater environmental impact would result.
This is because a much larger number of aimpoints would be
required.

The Milestone II Final Environmental Impact Statement incor-
porates analyses of comparative impacts of the alternatives
which are sufficient for the purpose of selecting a basing
mode for FSED.

The Air Force does not agree that the MX system would be an
escalation in the arms race. On the contrary, Air Force analy-
sis shows that the system would be a stabilizing influence be-
cause it would perserve a major portion of the U.S. strategic
deterrent force, and therefore make war less likely.

The proposed action would add to the prevention rather than
the incitement of nuclear war. Therefore, the effects of a
war which the action should deter is beyond the scope of this
EIS.

The Air Force recognizes that on-going land and resource use
planning is an important element of public land administration.
Coordination with the Bureau of Land Mznagement has begun and
will continue throughout Full Scale Engineering Development
and the deployment area selection process.

The land use implicestions of a decision between area and point
security will be more fully analyzed in the deployment area
selection EIS, and are discussed in Volume 1V, Section 1.l.2.
Roads between launch points would be specially designed to ac-
comodate the large transporter vehicles. Public use of these
roads is envisioned in the point security option. Aas such,
scme traffic restrictions may be necessary for security and
safety reasons while missiles are being transported. Details
of the operational concept and public interfaces will be
(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM NATYONAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

developed during Full-Scale Engineering Development. While
the operational concepts have not yet been defined, it appears
that ranching operations would be compatible with the use of
MX roads.

As indicated in Volume IV, Section 1.2.3, most of the basing
mode comparison areas have sufficient quancities of water
physically available. At some locations it would be necessary
to acquire existing water rights, thus excluding some present
ucers. The Air Force does not want to do this. Recent studies
indicate that some BMCAs have sufficient unappropriated water,
but further evaluation is required, While the site screening
criteria did not include available unappropriated water, the
site selection process will place great emphasis on this cri-
teria. The water issue will be evaluated in the deployment
area selection EIS.

Power supply, biology, endangered species, archaeological re-
sources and disease vectors will be studied relative to specific
candidate siting areas and reported in the deployment area se-
lection EIS. They are, however, beyond the scope of the Mile-
stone II EIS.

Coccidioidomycosis is a fungal disease of the lungs that is
endemic to large areas of the southwestern U.S. The disease

is especially prevalent in the San Joaquin Valley of California,
hence its common name, Valley Fever. The disease is not normally
very serious and people who have been raised oxr lived for sev-
eral years in the southwest are generally resistant to it by
virtue of previous exposure.

The fungal spores are found in the dust and the disease is
spread by dust storms in many cases. Pexsons working in a
situation in which they are exposed to dust are particularly
liable to exposure to Valley Fever. Examples of such people
are heavy equipment operators, farmers, and archaeologists, In
cases where large quantities of surface dust are produced, pre-
vailing winds could expose persons residing downwind. This
apparently happens following major dust storms in the San Joaquin
Valley. Persons associated with MX-related construction and
(cont.)
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persons in nearby towns might, therefore, be exposed to Valley
Fever.

A direct and detailed assessment of the potential problems of
coccidioidomycosis as they relate to MX-related construction
must await site selection. When a deployment site has been
selected, analysis of the problems of Valley Fever will be ad-
dressed in detail if the selected site is in an area where
coccidioidomycosis is endemic.

The Milestone II DEIS does discuss possible land acquisition
costs of the system in terms of the amount of land required,
depending on which basing mode and which security configura-
tion is chosen (see Volume IV.,) More extensive land value
surveys will be performed by the Army Corps of Engineers, which
is the designated agency for such studies, as the site selec-
tion activity proceeds. The results of those studies will be
presented in the deployment area selection EIS.
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Burlington, Colorado
September 5, 1978

The Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF=-MIQ)

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

This is a letter from the Burlington Colorado Chamber
of Commerce protesting ‘the use of South Plains Area for a
MX Missle location.

About 8,000 square miles of three states including
Colorado, Kansas and Nebraska would be used. Included
in this acreage are acres of irrigated land, dry land and
grazing land. This area is inhabited by a large number of
people who have been there since the day of homesteading.

It is possible that whole towns would be wiped out and
the cost to the government would be astronomical.

Surely there is land in the United States that has few
people and not used for Agriculture.

Yours truly, , .
L (@;” &34;1 L 4.
/,/'("1 N S S .
Burlington Colorado
Chamber of Commerce
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COORDINATORS

Joe! Ganlewyk {Ft, Colting)
fev. Letitla $mith (Denver)
STEERING COMMITTEE
Rev. Brice Balmer
wastside Urban Ministry
Connie Curtis

$t. Augustine’s RC Church
Rev. Poter Ediger

Atvada Mennonite Church
Gay Freeman

Arvada Meononite Church
Oon Goertzen

Mennonite Voluntary Setvice
Helon Henry

Furst Untarian Church
Robert Hilt

Atyada Mennonite Church
$t. Coclly Jones, S.L.
Sisters of Loretto

Earl Kolank

Mardie McCresry

Jomes W. Nike

Ed Randall

Boulder Friends” Mesting
Rev. Roger Richer
Waestside Action Minstry
Bt Gorald Stookey, O.P.
Justice & Peace Oftice
Archdiosese ot Denver

A$4

CLERGY AND LAITY CONCERNED

CALC COLORADO CHAPTER
485 GALAPAGO, DENVER, CO. 80204 303/623.5604
1625 CRESTMORE PLAGE, FT, COLLINS, CO 80521 303/493-1933

September 21, 1978

The Deputy for Envirn.&Safety
SAF/MIQ
Washington, D.C., 20330

Dear Sirs:

Qur aroup in Denver is very concerned about the plans
for vlacing the MX Missile in one of t he seven areas
specified as "geotechnically" feasible by the Air Force.
The South Platte Plains area, Northeast of Denver, is

a heavily agricultural area and also heavily populated
compared to many of the other six vossible sites. Al
so on page IV-71 of the DEIS one reads that our area

is 100% owned by private landowners, and therefore the
expense for the government may be more to procure the
necessary acreage. Throughout the report there are
inconsistencies when discussing the agricultural use

of our land area and the amount of irrigation. On page
IV-51 of the DEIS you say that "due to shallow ground- 41
water" and then you continue on to say that the ver- -
ticle shelter basing mdode may not be suitable. This
land is farmed and farmers take great offense when
the crop importance is downplayed (IV-84, 1.2.3.7.7.).

The area is highly agricultural- both grazing land and
cropland would be greatly disturbed. When the Air Force
came to brief the Yuma area on Tuesday, Sevptember 19th,
there was considerable concern expressed by area farmers
about the possibility of procuring our land in 1980-1
when the sitingz may take place, There were often evasive
answers given by the Major in regards to specific in-
quiries about the land use and land procurement by the
rovernment., I realize that the siting will not be done
for at least three years, but I have one major concern:
as the book gave different possibilities for the basing
mode, and it already seems that you have chosen the ver-
ticle mode, or at least prefer it over the trench sys-
tem, why weren't we as citizens given hearings- not
briefings,- to give our important imput? The first vol- 4-2
ume of the DEIS explains the citizen/government inter-
vlay and says that hearings may be called? How much
citizen input must there be to require hearings? Are
we truly assured to have hearins in all the possible
sites before the next phase goes through? We, in the
South Platte Plains area,demanded that you brief us,

Vi - 4-2 Pubiic Comments
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COORDINATONS

Joel Gasthawyk (Ft Colling)
Rov. Letitia Smith (Denver)
STEERING COMMITTEE
Rev, Brice Baimer
Westside Urban Ministry
Ceonnie Curtis

St. Augustine’s A C. Church
Rev. Poter Ediger

Arvads Mennonite Church
Goy Freeman

Arvada Mennonite  hurch
Don Goertren

Mannonite Voluntary Set-‘ce
Helon Heney

First Unitarian Church
fobert HiH

Atvada Mennorite Chutch
$r. Coclly Jones, S0,
Sisters of Loretto

Eoel Xolonk

Mardie McCreary

Jemes W, Nike

£d Rendell

Bouider Friends* Meeting
Rev, Reger Richer
Westside Action Ministry
Br. Gorsid Stookey, O.P.
Justice & Peace Office
Archdiocese of Denver
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CLERGY AND LAITY CONCERNED

CALC COLORADO CHAPTER
485 GALAPAGO, DENVER, CO. 80204 303/623.5004
1525 CRESTMORE PLACE, FT. COLLINS, CO 80521 303/493-1933

MX Missile Comments P2

and you came to Yuma and to Nebraska and Kansas as well,
But when talkineg to the Air Force personnel after the
Yuma briefinz tne 19th, I was informed that we were the
only area, besides the Southern California "scheduled"
hearing, that that was able to deal directly with the
Air Force, Are you really soliciting the public's in-
put when no hearings were scheduled for the first set
of DEIS subjects- the basing mode and environmental
effects?

4~2 (cont)

Please comment on my questions concerning the incon-
sistencies concerning agricultural land use and land/
water quality on page one of this letter, and secondly,
comment on the process that we as citizens have to give
feedback concerning issues in the various DEIS along
the way of the development of the MX. Will we see our
comments mentioned at the end of the next DEIS? Will
our comments be considered, errors corrected, as the
Air Force Major said during our Yuma briefing?

I fear that the siting will alreay be decided before the
next briefings or hearings as was the basing mode and
apoarently, according to the slides, the Area/Point Secur-
ity issue. We heard that voint security is more prac-
tical and would more than likely be used if we do have

the MX Missile. Was there citizen imput on this Area/
Point Security issue?

4-2 (cont)

Thank you for your consideration. I fear that we, the
educated public, are not given a fair hearing on these
issues concerning the MX. 1In fact, we are not given a
real hearing, where we can give testimony, at all. I
sincerely hope the next "hearings" wil truly be hear-
ings as the Environmental Agensy allows and not just
Alr Force briefings. However, I do thank the lMajors
for coming to Yuma and seeing the land firsthand.

Sincerely yours,
AL enr ho S

Letitia sSmith, coor-
dinator for CaLC
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First United Methodist Church C. Ebb Munden, Semor Memaier
0. J. Scotl, Minister of Educat
I ﬁz:gol'd:rl’:\e:(::fgks.tr;:sio‘ éulmn io ihll.':\"u:\..;‘dionu(e‘:'c:l';gung Adults
: . J. . C ity W
\ Telephone 466-1906 C:A.r.l:s Tri.t':.a o,:?,.r?::‘/l:;\;,m:,;,:::"
L i
i September 11, 1978
1 i
!
i
1
? TO: Dr. Carlos Stern, Deputy for Environment and Safety
§ FROM: Political Action Task Force, First United Methodist Church
% RE: Proposed M-X Missile Site
}
3 ]
; ! Whereas the United Methodist Church affirms in its Social Creed,
L _ ¢ that. .o .
i h "We dedicate ourselves to peace throughout the world and to
i the rule of justice and law among nations.";
. And whereas the United States is developing weapons with a first-
= strike capability, that would be used in initiating a nuclear
< exchange;
: And whereas one of these missiles, variously called the M-X or

; Missile-X, is now being considered for siting in western

: Nebraska, thereby bringing great hardship on all Nebraska
through adverse ecological effects on land, water tables,

wildlife and persons; as well as higher taxes, a boom-bust
economic cycle in Western Nebraska, the removal of many 43
persons from their homes and land, and the dangex of both -
nuclear accidents and nuclear attack;

: And whereas no hearing has been held in Nebraska in the detexmina-
= tion of the drafit Environmental Impact Statement to answer

f many serious questions about the desirability of such a

weapon and its sitinq in Nebraska and surrounding states;

} Therefore, be it resolved that the Political Action Task Force

of First United Methodist: Church- requests that a public hearing
be held in the areas effected by the siting. And further that
the Political Action Task Force of First United Methodist
Church opposes construction of the M-X Missile anywhere in

the United States as a waste of $40 billion of the taxpayers"
money.

‘WW""W‘"W“W'"T" T
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430 South 16th Street
Lincoln, NE 68508
September 1, 1978

Carlos Stern

Deputy for Environment and Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
SAF/MIQ

wWashington, D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern:

We are a statewide group, Nebraskans for Peace, who work on
a range of issues: national spending priorities and human needs;
world hunger and the survival of the family farm; safe energy and
nuclear disarmament. Many of our members and four of our twelve
Board Members are Nebraska landowners. Therefore, we have studied

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, MX: Milestone II with
some care.

We have some questions to ask and comments to make. These
concern public response, the gize and location of a possiple site
in Nebraska, safety, economics, national security, transportation,
protected species, and some definition of terms.

Assessed Public Response and the Distribution of the Draft Statement

The section of the Draft Impact Statement on "Key Environmental
Issues" says it considers "various points of view concerning the MX
project that are expected to be expressed by the public and private
sectors, including government agencies, special interest groups,
conservationists and others." (IV-73) We want to know if any farm
organizations were consulted. 1If, as we believe, they were not, how
did the authors of the report assess "points of view" on land owner-
ship and economics in western Nebraska?

In Nebraska, if the list in Volume V, Appendix A is complete,
no towns actually inside the affected area were sent copies of
the Draft Impact Statement. Therefore, we would like to know how
opinion on the "very great" impact the MX would have on local
government was evaluated? Were any local mayors or government
officials consulted?

Were Members or staff of Boards of Natural Resource Districts
asked for their opinions on water use?

Were elected officials or staff of Public Power asked for their
reactions to the "very great" use of electrical energy projected?

If these pecple and organizations were not consulted, how could

you "assess various impacts as perceived by interested parties"? (IV-73)

Public Comments VI - 4-~5
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These are not rhetorical questions. We want to understand how .
yon can rate "sensitivities" to various factors or examine "the 4-4(cont)
perspectives of the various groups potentially interested in the
l impacts of the pro;ect".(IV-?’) Figure 3-2 refers to one of the
steps involved in analysis as identification of "adversary view-
points on the MX" (IV-78); we cannot understand how the report
identified any viewpoints of affected parties.

T

i If the viewpoint identification process is part of the "detailed
technical studies in support of each volume" which are available
: ; for reference," (I-62) we would like to examine the relevant
. sections for land, economics, local government, electrical energy,
' water and safety.

f This last category, safety, apparently means "concern for the 4-5
j dangers of the presence of nuclear materials nearby and the possibility
3 . of nuclear accidents".(IV-86) We have to agree with your point that

G soie impacts "are highly subjective and must be related to the

i . possible perceptions of individuals with differing viewpoints," (I-56)
- 3 and would add that safety would certainly be one such impact. We

3 : would especially like to know how you arrived at your conclusion

i that the impact of safety is "small" for our area--in fact, "small"

) for almost all areas and basing modes.

b Would you agree that the "calculation of impact acceptablllty"
(Fig 3-1, I-59) is an imprecise, unscientific process, 1ackxng A
3 verification such as could be provided by an objective opinion poll? i~6
If that assertion is unfair, please provide us with the facts.

How Large?

Table 2-1 "Summary of Land Ownership Status" (IV-71) for the

X South Platte Plains BMCA shows 5,300 square miles of private land.
f The Table 1-2 (IV-13) for “Exclusion Area Required" for Vertical

' Shelter/Area Security shows 4,771 square miles (nominal values, all
areas). For area security the "exclusion area" in the "deployment 4-7
area" (IV-67) is said to be "between 4,760 and 6,500 square miles." -
And the paragraph (IV-61) describing the map for the South Platte
Plains BMCA says, "The outlined areas, representing the BMCA, contain
approximately 8,000 square miles. . ." Yet the 8,000 square mile
sample deployment area is said to be "not enough for full deployment
in the point security configuration. . . ." (IV-18)

W

N T TR T T
d | v

In Table 3-2 the figure 14,612 square miles is given as the area
necessary for vertical shelter w1th point security. 1Is this a typo-
graphical error? The figure is so large we have hesitated to quote it.
An additional 6,905 square miles is listed as "restrictive easement’ 4-8
area; therefore, would it be a correct reading of Table 3-2 to say
that the MX basing mode of vertical shelter with point security
requires 21,517 square miles? (Iv-77)
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We find the different figures on land use confusing. Would
it be pessible tc make one chart showing how much land would be 4-9
used and for what purposes with area security and with point security =
if the MX is located in the South Platte Plains?

Where?
Following is a list of towns compiled from looking at a road
map and comparing it to Figure 1-11.(1V-62) All are generally in
the area under consideration for the MX. We would like to know
more exactly 1) which towns are inside the BMCA; 2) which towns
are inside the BMCA but not listed here; and 2) which ones are outside.
Potter Grant Hayes Center
Dalton Madrid Big Springs 4-10
Gurley Elsie Dickens
Lodgepole Grainton Enders
Chappell Wallace Wauneta
Brule Lamar Culbertson
Venango Champion Hamlet
Brandon Imperial Palisade
Dix Ogallala
Safety

safety is the aspect of the Draft Impact Statement we found
to be the most inadequate. We were simply unable to find an analysis
of the two aspects of public safety: the possibility that “"the
project and its environs" could be "a nuclear target" and "the
possibility of an accident resulting in a radioactive spill in areas
with public access." (IV-102) The report referred to "concern" about
these two matters, but never attempted to assess the realism of such
a concern. That is, we could find no assessment of the probability
of an area chosen for the MX site becoming a nuclear target or being
accidentally contaminated with radiation.

Psychological terms were the only ones employed by the report.
I'or example:

Nuclear Hazard Perceptions People living in -the vicinity
of the site may perceive a danger to themselves because of the
nearby presence of nuclear weapons, or because they view the
region as a target area. . . .The perception is likely to be
gréeater with point security deployment Eecause people will live
within the area, the area will be of large size, and there will
be an awareness that armed missiles are being moved above
surface within the area. (emphasis added) (I-98)

Public Comments VI ~ 4-7




We think it is Of greatest importance for the Air Force to be
honest with people living in potential MX sites about safety. The
3 fcllowing questions indicate the line of inquiry--completely
i untouched in the Draft Impact Statement--that is needed for a
3 fair and complete evaluation of the MX's environmental impact:

1) Wwhat is the danger of a "nuclear spill" if point security

F is chosen and the missile transporters carry armed re-entry

vehicles on public roads? (IV-102) If such an evert occurred,

however unlikely, what would be the effects on people in nearby

] cars or homes? If our area is chosen for the MX with point security,
would there be any special precautions taken for traffic on
Interstate 80?2

4-11

2) What is the danger of "intruders" (I-35)? Under point security 4
could a roadable vehicle with an armed nuclear warhead be hijacked? =12
3) Does location of the MX in an area mean that the area will more
likely be targetted by Russian thermonuclear weapons than if no
MX were built there? Specifically, if western Nebraska, part

of the South Platte Plains BMCA, is chosen to be the MX site,

will it become a Russian nuclear target? Would it be one target

! among many or would it be a prime target?

4) If the MX site is not likely to be a target, why was "very low 4-13

population densities" (I-37) a-positive factor in identifying
potential sites? How was the "screening criteria" of requiring

] an area to be eighteen nautical miles frow cities with 1970 pop-

} ulations of 25,000 or more and three nautical miles from cities having
| between 5,000 and 25,000 in 1970? (IV-16) Are these distances

T e
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sufficient to protect
populations if the MX

5) What does the Air
be a nuclear exchange
of the 21st Century?

probabilities? 1Is it

the short and long term health of their
area were attacked with nuclear weapons?

Force believe are the odds that there will
in the 1980s? The 1990s? The first decade
What studies have been undertaken on these
correct to say that if there were no danger

4-14

of nuclear attack, there would be no need for the MX?

6) If the MX were built in western Nebraska and if the Russians
attacked it with nuclear weapons, how many people would be killed
immediately? How many would die after a few weeks from the radiation?
Would people living in Scottsbiuff, North Platte, Kearney, Grand
Island, Lincoln or Omaha be affected? In what ways?

4-15

For hardware, the Draft Impact Statement provides a considerable
‘ amount of examination of "protection against nuclear weapons effects"
(I-14), "air blast and radiation protection during an attack (I-28), ‘
% *survivability," "surviving capability® (I-38), "nuclear survivability"[4-16
: (I-48) and "vulnerability/survivability" (I-82) and 80 on. We believe
; the Final Impact Statement should review with equal thoroughness the
ability and probability of human beings' survival.

T 'zl‘ ; "
m%m L NP
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Ecoaomic Impact

When the Draft Impact Statement says of our area that "Inadequate
quantity or quality of groundwater limits the development cr /sic,
irrigated agriculture" (IV-§1) it leads us to guestion the author's
famliarity with the enormous growth of center-pivot irrigation in
the Nebraska area outlined in the BMCA. Was the investment in
irrigation in recent years considered in your analysis of the
economy of the area?

With point security, what would happen to the center pivot
systems inside the "restrictive clear zone" of about a square
mile around each aimpoint? (IV-68) If "no structures would be
allowed"in the mile square area, would the pivots be considered
a structure and therefore not allowed?

Is the cost of purchase of private land included in the current
estimate of $20 billion 1976 dollars for the MX system's construction?
(I-49) What is the estimate for the price of the land in the South
Platte Plains BMCA?

The national economic trend which has perhaps the greatest effect
on us is inflation, and we were surprised to see that the Draft Impact
Statement ommitted mention of inflation in its economics discussion.
wWhile we understand that the costs of the MX cannot be firmly establish-
ed until contracts are let (I-49), nevertheless, we assume there are
cost estimates from which the inflationary impact can be computed.

We believe the economic impact assessment is incomplete without an
estilmate of the inflationary effect of building the MX.

National Security Considerations

The Draft fmpact Statement says the deterrent value of the U.S.
ICBM force "may ke questionable by the mid-1980s8" (I-5) and therefore
the "strateyic stability" of the U.S. could be "endangered".(IV-123)
why is this assessment so at variance with that of the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency's report released August 30th? What factors
are assessed differently that account for the opposite conclusions
on the need for the MX to defend the U.S.?

Transportation

What would happen to the "several railroad lines passing through
parts of the area®" (IV-66) if the MX is located in the South Platte
Plains with area security and vertical silos? With point security?

Protected Species

Would the Black Footed Ferret be made extinct if the MX is located
in Nebraska? 'The Mountain Plover?

Public Comments VI - 4-9
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Definitions

References are made to a decision-making body called the
Defense System Acquisition Review Council, DSARC. Ceculd you
explain who sits on DSARC, what their individual qualifications
are, and what authority DSARC has?

What is a "statute mile"? (I-38) What is a "nautical mile"?
(IV-16) Please provide a formula to translate them into ordinary
miles.

Does "area security" mean that everyone who now lives in
an area would have to leave it? What happens to the towns,
homes, farms and ranches?

Thank you very much for your consideration to our comments.

singprely yours,

Rev. David McCreary, 4
President, Nebraskans for Peace

4 Th ol

Marilyn“McNabb
Chair, MX Task Force

VI - 4-10 Public Comments
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STOP MX COALITION
601 East 6th Street
Tucson, Arizona 85705
(602) 792-4531

TR T8 T

T

; August 24, 1978
i Dr. Carlos Stern, Deputy

for Environment & Safety

Department of the Air Force

Washington,D.C. 20330

WTRATTIRTL{) ETTITRRS, ST T

Dear Dr, Stern:

We request an extension of the review period of the draft environmental
impact statement; MX: Milestone II.

WIT TR T TR NPT T € < 1

We petition your office for an extensinn for the following reasons:

1. The Arizona State Clearinghouse has anot received an adequate
, number of copies of the DEIS. We are aware of a similar prob-
; ; lem in Nevada, Coloradoc and California.

G Y 1

2., The issuance of the DEIS, and the public hearing las not been
adequately advertised. We've talked to a number of dtizens
in Lompoc, California and other communiiies who were not
aware of the fact that the DEIS has been issued, and that a public
hearing will take place on August 30, 1978,

E
:5
£
¢

3. The magnitude and complexity of the DEIS. More time is needed
to adequately review the voluminous information.

)

We believe thet the Department of the Air Force should grant this extension
to comply with the following laws:

1. OMB CGircular No., A-95.
2., Deparw.nent of Defense: Office of the Secretary; Environmental

! Consideraticns in Department of Defense Actmns -32 CFR Part
214; 39 FR 14699 (Apr. 26, 1974). -

Smcerely, ?W

, armine F Cardamone
Director

Public Comments VI - 4-11
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Aug. 22, 1978

The Jeputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/MIQ)
*lashington, v,C, 20330

vear Sir:

As YIFE members of Ogallala Cnapter #72 and land owners in the South
Platte Plains MX Missle Deployment Site, we respectfully request that a public
hearing be held at a centrally located community in this area, Suggested

locations for said hearing are Ogallala, Nebraska; Sterling, Colorado; or
Colby, Kansas,

Yould you also send us information as to what other sites are under

consideration and how they are ranked according to desireability by the
Air Force,

Another question that we have is what was the rationale behind sending
impact statements to the South West Nebraska Council of Governments at McCook,
Nebraska and the Panhandle Resource Council in Scottsbluff, Nebraska since
niether town lies in the site area? 4-27

Je huve a numver of concerns regarding land rights, economics, electrical
energy use, local governments, water, transportaticn and impact on the future
development of the South Platte Plains site. In reviewing the map of the site
it appears that much of the land is prime irrigated farmland,

Information explaining the various concerns stated in the previous
paragraph needs to be made availuble to the public and a hearing would
facilitate shat process,

Please advise if, when, and where such a hearing would be held.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,

Sincerely,

Al C }2:,5/ 2l

Shirley A, Parks, Spokeswoman for WIFE
Chapter #72

303 B, 9th St.

Ogallala, Nebraska 69153

AC 308 - 284-4321
2843068

phone:

“Nell has no fury like a woman scormed”

VI - 4-12
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August 30, 1978

The Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Sir:

This letter is in opposition to your proposal site of the South
Platte Plains Region as an M-X Missle Site.

This region is one of the fastest growing agricultural areas in
the Great Plains. There has been ultimately thousands of acres
converted to irrigation within the past ten years. The towns in
this region have been rapidly growing, with & number of iight
industrial companies looking to locate in the area.

There is currently a large natural gas field being developed
over much of Yuma County.

The area is also blessed with a natural resource of abundant
underground water. This will help in future production of
food, as well as potential energy from crops and crop aftermath,

Since other sites appear to do much less damage in production of
foud and fiber, and with food being an ultimate defensive weapon,
we certainly encourage you to remove this region as a potential
site, and look to other less productive sites.

Very truly yours,

- .1
* a
LTI I
«

Chuck Keller
President
Yuma Chamber of Commerce

CK/sg

JIHINNO0I 410 HIGNVHI YRNA
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

4-1 The extent and growth of irrigated agriculture in portions of
the South Platte BMCA is undexrstood and a more detailed study
of this activity will follow should the South Platte BMCA be
selected for further study. Shallow groundwater is known to
exist in portions of the BMCA but not in all of it.

The reference to Volume IV, Section 1.2.3.7.7 was intended to
describe natural vegetation and not that introduced by farmers.
Agricultural considerations are covered in the section on local
economic issues and land use.

4-2 The Air Force is required by law to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement (EXS) before decidiag upon mzjor federal
actions which may significantly affect the quality of the en-
vironrent. An EIS is prepared in two steps. First, a Draft
EIS is published. The Air Force waits a certain period while
interested persons review and comment on the Draft. Comments
often help improve the EIS by telling the Air Force about
factual errors or important points which were overlooked. Peo-
ple also often express their support or opposition to the pro-
posed action. During this comment period, one or more public
hearings may be held. The Air Force is not reguired to hold
a public hearing, but does so whenever it judges that a public
hearing would help the comment process or be in the public in~
terest. After receiving comments on the Draft EIS, the Air Force
prepares and publishes a Final EIS. The Final EIS revises the
analysis as appropriate and responds to the comments on -the
Draft EIS. The comments are published as part of the Final EIS.

For the MX Milestone II Draft EIS, the Air Force set a com-

ment period of 45 days. One public hearing was held in Lompoc,
California. Lompoc was chosen as the place for a public hear-
ing because the major environmental impacts caused by the next
phase of MX development will occur around Vandenberg AFB. The

(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS
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j
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i NO. RESPONSE

|

{ 4-2 public hearing took testimony (comments), answered questions,
!

i

and a written transcript of it was made. That procedure is
common throughout the federal government for conduct cr public
hearing on EIS's.

In addition to the public hearing, the Air Force has been pro-
viding MX informational briefings upon request. These brief-
E . ings also hear comments and answer questions. The informa-

‘ tion briefing is another tool for informing the public about
the MX program and is not connected in any way with the EIS
process.

e e

; No decisions have yet been made on selection of a basing mode
and the use of point or area security. Citizen input is pro-
vided on these subjects by comments on the Draft EIS, letters
to the Air Force written after the comment period closed, and
} letters written to Congressional representatives. The Air

R T Y

Mt

Force is sensitive to public response because public support
is essential to programs like MX.

; When the time comes to select a site to build the system, the
¢ ) Air Force will prepare another Draft EIS., It will be circu-
lated for public review and comment. In addition, the Air
Force plans to hold public hearing in those areas which, at
that time, are still candidates.

At the present time, no candidate deployment sites are under
, consideration as part of the Milestone II decision process.

- When selection of a deployment area or areas is undertaken,
E . including preparation of a site selection environmental impact
statement, the factors named will be examined in detail. Public
hearings will eventually be held in areas of interest to review
the site selection EIS and support deployment area selection.

o T s et e
K-S
1
w

4-4 The purpose of a Draft EIS is to encourage comments from the
public about a proposed action. The MX Draft EIS contains the
Air Force's evaluation of the points of view expected from
public and private groups. As a result of the wide circulation
of the Draft EIS to state and area-wide clearing houses, state
(cont.)
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4-8

4-9

4-10

Vi ~ 4-16

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

governors, members of the congressional delegation of 22 states
and more than 500 citizens and other organizations' points of
view other than those postulated were submitted to the Air Force
from those who received the Draft EIS. These comments have been
incorporated into the Final EIS and will be considered by the
decisionmakers.

See Volume V, Section B.

The Deployment Area Environmental Impact Statement will ad-
dress the community attitudes of those avreas potentially af-
fected by MX deployment. The impact acceptability calculation
is based on state-of-the-art statistical evaluation of data
publically available. Mcre detailed assessments will be pre-
pared as part of the Deployment Area Environmental Impact
Statement.

The areas required for varicus basing modes and security con-
figuratvions are shown in Volume IV, Section 3.1.2, Table 3-2.

The South Platte Plains BMCA (Volume IV, Section 1.2.3.7) listed
area is 5,300 mi2 of which some fraction is not usable (e.g., trans-
portation and utility corridors).

Table 3-2 has been revised (Volume IV, Section 3.1.2).
See Volume 1V, Section 3.1.2, Table 3-2.

A Basing Mode Comparison Area. (BMCA) was an analytical tool
developed during preparation of the DEIS, to evaluate the
environmental impacts of the system on potentially feasible
deployment areas. The BMCAs are not necessarily MX deploy-
ment areas. Detailed analyses will be performed in prepara-
tion of the deployment area selection EIS. These analyses
will transform BMCAs to actual deployment areas. This will
(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

1 COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE
; 4-10 permit final deterxmination of whether or not a specific town
will be within a deployment area. It should be noted that
present criteria for selection of deployment areas will ex-
clude deployment of MX within one nautical mile of boundaries
of communities with population less than 5000.
4-11 The danger of a "nuclear spill", if point security is chosen, in-

volves the possibility of plutonium release in the event of a
collision, either with other vehicles, or other objects In the

] . history of our ICBM forces, there have been transportation vehicle
accidents. There has never been a "nuclear spill" as a result
thereof. In the extremely unlikely event of plutonium release,

3 if people in cars are in close proximity, contamination could be

3 an effect. Special precautions are now taken with Minuteman re-
entry transportation convoys on public roads. If MX and public

4 traffic are intermingled in future activities, similar measures
would be taken.

4-12 Security features will be incorporated into the missiles and
transporters to prevent access to or theft of a nuclear weapon.
In addition, stringent security procedures will be followed both
while the weapons are in shelters and in transit between shelters,

3 5 4-13 Any answer to this question would be purely speculative because
. the United States has no real knowledge of Soviet targeting
E policy strategy. With respect to the possibility of targeting
any MX deployment area, the Air Force holds that the uncertainty
% ! caused by the multiple aimpoint concept would make missile
silos an unprofitable target. The low population density cri-
teria was used to minimize the disruption of onyoing activities
in an area. The distance criteria are used because of safety
considerations. The distances considered are adequate to pro-
tect the public if an accident occurs.

4-14 The Air Force has not reached conclusions on the odds that

3 there will be a nuclear exchange in the 1980s or any other

- time. In any event, the purpose of our strategic forces, in which
(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

4-14 the MX, if approved, would become a key element, is to deter
such an event from occuring. It would be correct to say that
if the Soviet Union had no strategic forces capable of attack-
ing the United States there would be no need for the MX. But
the Soviet Union does have such forces, and MX is an answer
to the increasing attack capabilities of those forces.

4-15 The question you ask cannot be answered because, even if MX werec
to be deployed in part in western Nebraska, the Air orce does
not know what basing mode it might use, the spacing between
aiming poirts that might be required and other essential con-
siderations. It is upon considerations such as these that
Soviet missile targeting, warhead yields and other attack op-
tions would have to be based. The sum of these uncertainties
would have to be known before blast damage and nuclear fallout
patterns could be worked out. The matter is further compli-
cated by the need to extend all these factors well into the
future, to a day when MX might be deployed and the Soviet Union
might have made different attack missile choices than we now
forecast. In any case, no deployment decision on MX will be
made for many years and then only after extensive study.

4-16 The Air Force agrees that the well being of humans should cor-
rectly be a far greater concern than any other it might con-
sider in all its actions, including any which are associated
with the MX system. Furthermore, we believe that the thorough-
ness of our attention to environmental impacts which might be
the result of the MX program demonstrate our commitment to

-this belief. The terms with which you take exception are those

commonly considered with respect to the characteristics of sys-

tems designed for military purposes. The use of those terms
in no way implies that the Air Force is more concerned with
the survival of weapons than with the survival of the citizens
of the United States.

4-17 Yes, we are familiar with the enormous growth of center pivot
irrigation in the Nebraska area. The investment in irrigation
in recent years was considered in our analysis in the EIS.

Vi - 4-18 Public Comments
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

COMMENT
| NO. RESPONSE

4-18 Centex pivot irrigation systems would be permitted inside the
"restrictive clear zone" or "safety zone" in the point security
concept. The restrictive clear zone prohibits inhabited
structures.

AL

4-15 No, a firm estimate cannot be made until the scope of the sys-
tem is established.

L 4-20 The national inflationary impact of the MX system is beyond
the scope of this EIS. Such impacts are considexed in the
overall Fzderal funding allocation process, and thus are more
properly within the puxview of the Office of Management and
Budget and the Congress.

< e e

e

4-21 The Air Force and ACDA arrived at different conclusions on the

. need for MX because each agency used different ground rules

= . and assumptions in their analyses. This is to be expected

; as each- agency approaches a particular problem from the stand-

‘ point of its unique responsibilities and functions within the

: Federal Government. Such differences will be resolved at higher
N authority: in this case at Presidential and Congressional levels.

4-22 Major transportation corridors will probably be excluded from
the restricted portions of the siting area irregardless of the
security option selection

it L R
]

4-23 The Air Force will consult with the U.S, Fish and Wildlife
Service and other appropriate wildlife agencies in the area to
reduce any adverse impact to the black-footed ferret.

The federally endangered black-footed ferret was historically
distributed throughout the Great Plains from Texas to Southern
Canada. It is a secretive and extremely rare species whose
current distribution is little known. The few sightiugs

in recent years suggests that the greatest densities exist in
areas of South Dakota. Ferrets may exist in geotechnically

(cont.)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

suitable areas of Colorado, Nebraska, Kansas, Wyoming, Texas

and New Mexico. In the BMCAs they are most likely to be fcund
in the South Platte Plains. Impacts to the black-footed ferret
could result from disruption of prairie dogy towns caused by con-
struction activities. However, large prairie dog towns in areas
of known or suspected black-footed ferret habitat within the
selected deployment area will be surveyed to avoid potential
impacts.

The DSARC members for Air Force programs include the:

e Under Secretary of Defense, Research, and
Engineering

e Assistant Secretary of Defense (Controller)

e Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower,
Reserxve Affairs, and Logistics)

e Assistant Secretary of Defense (International
Security affairs)

e Assistant Secretary of Defense (Plans,
Analysis and Evaluation)

e Assistant Secretary of Defense (Command,
Control, Communications and Intelligence)

e Advisor to the Secretary of Defense and
Deputy Secretary of Defense for Nato Affairs

The Defense Acquisition Executive is the principal advisor and
staff zssistant to the Secretary of Defense, and the focal point
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense (SOD) for system ac-
guisitions. Other participants and advisors include:

e Component (Service) Head

Representative of Joint Chiefs of Staff
Representative of Defense Intelligence Agency
Chairman, Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG)
Director, Defense Test and Evaluation (USDRSE)

Such other participants as mayv be determined by the
Chairman to be needed.
(cont.,)
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

The Chairman also designates a DSARC Executive Secretary to be
responsible for administrative support including schedules, pxo-
viding essential information to participants, maintaining minutes
of the proceedings, etc. ’

All participants are qualified by training and experience for
their role in the proceedings. The responsibilities of the
DSARC committee are to review all aspects of the proposed ac-
tion, including environmental, and to prepare a report of its
findings to the Secretary of Defense within 15 days of the con-
clusion of their deliberations.

The report contains a clear statement of the issues and the
recommendations of the DSARC, including dissenting positions.

The Chairman also prepares a proposed Decision Coordination
Paper (DCP) action memorandum for the Secretary of Defense
signature, dirccted to the Secretary of the Air Force and stating
the Secretary of Defense decision and direction. The Chairman
coordinates the action memorandum with the Chairman of the

Joint Cheifs of Staff, the Deputy DDR&E (T&E) and the CAIG
Chairman. A Draft of the action memorandum is also forwarded

to the Secretary of the Air Force for comment.

The ultimate decision rests with the Secretary of Defense. When
he signs the DCP and issues the action memorandum, the Secretary
of the Air Force must revise the DCP to incorporate the direc-
tion of the Secretary of Defense, and distribute it within 30
days.

A nautical mile is a unit of distance used for sea and air
navigation based on the length of minute of arc of a great
circle of the earth.

One "ordinary mile" = one statute mile = (0.86%) nautical miles.

See Volume IV, Section 1.1.2,
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

RESPONSE

At the present time no sites are under consideration as part

of a Milestone II decision. When a further consideration is
given to deployment areas as part of the Deployment Area Environ-
mental Impact Statement, those factors presented in this letter
will be assessed, and should the South Platte Plains area be
given Furtiner consideration, public hearings will be held in the
major communities in the region.
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328 Amherst Place
Lompoc, CA 93436

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF/MIQ)

Washington, D. C. 20330

Dear Sir:

I attended the MX Milestone II EIS hearing in Lompoc on 30 August 1978,
and would 1ike to make the following observations and comments.

Very 1ittle was safd about a Minuteman III upgrade concept in which
existing VAFB LF's would be retrofitted and utilized for testing. This
case represents the minimum EIS case and would have made the presentation
more comprehensive and palatable to potential critics.

To be more specific about the Minuteman III upgrade, I envision this to
be a Minuteman III with a AIRS type guidance package, extendable nozzle
larger second and third stages, higher specific impulse propellents and
increased number of advanced RV's. If the CEP is good enough it may be
possible to increase the number of RV's to 6-8 with lower killotons/RV.
This coupled with the construction of more and improved Minuteman silos
with a "shell game" MAP concept, and possibly even the launch while under
attack strategy should provide the detterent necessary. It may not even
prove necessary to provide an AIRS package but further upgrade and
modify the NS-20 system using results from recent Minuteman III launches
to better understand and model clock stability characteristics.

The advantages of this approach are many foid. First, much of the work
can be done by progressive test and retrofit with minimal disruption

and lead time deployment problems. Second, it should prove considerably
less expensive from a hardware development, field modifications and range
instrumentation modification standpoint. A third, and perhaps most
important advantage, is that it appears far easier to "sell" modifications
than it is to develop and dep]ox new weapon systems that have a very
visible and high "new system" price tag. I have worked on too many "new"
weapon systems that went from concept to R&D to the museum.

Another comment on the presentation was that the "pool" basing concept
was approached in very narrow (no pun intended) and negative manner.
"Pool" might be changed to "remote lakes" or "off shore" basing as a
more viable technical approash. Of course then you might have the Navy
taunching SAC missiles and impact snail darters, kelp beds, etc.
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Whatever course should be taken I hope it gets accomplished and deployed

rapidly. It is very difficult to defend a country with blueprints or
prototype test vehicles.

Yours truly

2 !ig % ? N
Stephen A. Cresswell

SAC:sa
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623 L. Hampton Road
Wichita, Kansas 67206
Sert. 21, 1978

The Deputy of Environment & Safety

Office of the Secretary of the .iir Force (SaF-hl() Me'd Q/I.S'
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

It has come to our attention that our food producing land at
Atwood, Kansas (Rawlins County) riight be used for missile site
expansion, This area of lund is the bread basket 2[ the world, because
we have the teiperate cli-ate to raise cereal crors. The cheapest
and best food on any rarzet., Cereal crope in this area average 35 bu.
per acre and upwards, These crops couid bec.ome unfit for hwman or
animal food, because of missile site leakage such as developed at
Rock, Kansas in the Summer of 1978,

UHESCO which studies' the world's food rroblems has already
warned that human starvation which is endemic in some areas of the
world could spread to other areas. As the rajority of growing crops
depend on local weather and atmospheric conditions which the human
race to date has not learned to modify.

My ancestors at age 16 care out to Western Kansas, namely
Atwood, Kansas, Rawlins County because there was no food at home in
Central Europe. Here, at Atwoond, they could grow food - wneat, corn,
milo, barley, oats and meat -- cattle, hogs, chickens, ducks and
geese, Also, alfalfa, srass and hay for forage for the meat animals,
Can the missile poisons be kept out of the cereal fields, or would
the crops be unfit for human and ani al food? what happened at
Rock, Kansas, where airmen died as a recult of missile leakage?
Wnere nearby families :'ere evacuated fron taeir homes and told to go

to hospitals for evaluatiion,
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These missiles -- rvowerful heapons - fo#hse in an all-out
struggle with an enemy., Can it cause secordary darages which are
all out of proportion to the benefits they can accomplish?

Our major hope in the longpun must be to do business on a
barter basis, if need be, with other nations. We have an abundance
of cereal crons other nations need; whereas, these sare Nations
have 0il, chrore, and other natural mineral resources which we ned<.

On the other hand - if we muct have missile sites let's
have them out in desert areas and not in sur tread basket of
cereal crops, or the center of our steak platters, because we
have meat animﬂés in such abundance for human food around Atwood,
Kansas.,

We respectfully urge a NO vote when considering this North West
Kansas area 7as anlX, Filestone 1I misail~ site scquisition because
of the seriousness of the items listed above,

Sincerely, )
Q(‘\(\'\U\J Y 38

Mrs., Agnes Elliott
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Straston, Nebraslka
] Au ust 2, 1978

The Denubv xor Enviroemsent inc Salet

Y

Orfice o1 tre Secreb.ry oi bhe air ror-e(Sik/i L)

Washineton, L.GC. 20330

3 Leawr OSir:

I v writin. in regjwre b tie South Platte Fliing drea and she VX Fissile,
? first 1 wand to sy I ar »roud to be an Aweriecn nitizen of Lhe preatest
country in tse rorld. I an rroud £5 live in Eiteheook Countv, i{lebraska and

oroud to be i Lareer, prowing Lood ror & hungry rerld.

=

by parents toved ho this great enuntrv fros Czechoslovakia when they rere

teenasers. 1y eotber is now 9h so I feel she and ey fatner contributed to

this sreat land.

3
3
-

The eost oL tne } X Vissile Project is horrendous! 'he thouckt of 35rillien

for one rile o. underground road is unbelievexble! For less than that we

could build 4 suen neeced brioye over tee menubliciin niver goinz into Stratton.
We'd have noney enovgh leit ov=r to im-rove ot-e riilrniu cros.ing, in Stratuon,
rhere 7 ehildren ind 7 olvlts sore %illag 2 —e.rs o, I'm sure m«ny corrunitincs
tnrsu-tor), toe bnuhed 5% Hes covde sk o oy f]) sryeitn L % e raneyv Seeny ot

i r 3 % to behter use ind serve the ~eonle in X bether way.

We have berrnqb or tke ) X lissile nroject 0 seovw it st.rted, 'ut how much
E will it cost Ao maintain tarough the yeirs??? A nroject re hone we never 37
% nave to usel
i how much money has tre United States swent in 197¢& in nromoting world Peace? 5.
I don't medn pive away »rograms but Peice? Wis it anywhere near §Smillion?
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The aussiins siid vewrs 4.0 ¢her wovld bure us. I believe this could be true,

but not ritr their weirdns but by eontinuing the «res rice and the United

States povernecent patbtine so L1 into aebt our doliar wont't be vorth the

vaser on raLeh it is wrinted. They want our povernrent in debt.

In other sords the Arms wace eust ston. he 18 « nibion wush use our knowledge

and love of our rfellomran to work or world Fe:ce. We sust rut our trust

in wd «nd work tosether to s4ve our oswtiiul Countrv ane The world for

tuture zseneraticns to enjov. YWe cwn not rith one hanc swort the SALT talks

ind with Ehe other hind diy tunnels to 1ioe our eissiles. We sust stoo svending
i voney we con't Luve sor projeets sueh 4s the MX Lissiles.

shank vou for takinzg tise Lo read ov letter.

A concerned citizen,

% 024\2', Pl ’(4’ 2O wjjﬁbm o/
- /
| .
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20 Sept.1978

Dr. Zarlos D, Stern
Assistant Secretary of the
A rforce under Manpower, Reserve Affairs

Washington D.0. 20330

Dear Sirs

As a citizen of one of the statea proposed for the siting
| of the Airforce's MX missile, I would like to comment on the
! draft EIS. In addition to numarous objections to the selection
} of huge areas of both public and private land in New Mexico
| for the MX, I have several objections to the Airforce's plan
| to begin prototyping and development of the missile.

| My first general area of objection concerna the tremendous

i cost of the project-- in terms of money, land, and water,

; The Southwest 1s asn extremely fragile area, both in terms

; of its environment and economy. We aimply cannot afford to

have hundreds of miles of the most productive agricultural 5-10

land in the country taken out of production and thousands

‘ of acre feet of scarce water used for the constructlon of

! missile silos and roads along which both real missiles and
decoys will be shuttled. In terms of money, $30 billion

, is simply too much for a system that may increase insecurity 5-11

. rather than provide security.

I am extremely concerned with the stateme:nts made by Gen Lew
Allen, Air Force c<hief of Staff who indicated that one strategy
involved in the deployment cf moveable missiles was the
provision of a "great sponge" of targets with which to absorbd
enemy attack. As a taxpayer, I do not wish to pay to be a
part of this "great sponge,™ nor do I wish to encourage the
enemy to increase the number of warheads in his arsenal to
make sure he can hit an unknown number of moveable missiles
within this "great sponge." In addition, from reading ex-
ceperts from the Draft KIS, it appears that the MX is an
extremely accurate weapon, to be targeted at enemy misaile
- silos. In this respect it 13 a first strike weapoi, which, 5.-13
! as Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski has stated, could be "extremely,
extremely, threatening” to the Soviet Union., It might even
serve to encourage them into a first strike posture, thereby
' risking war, and undermining the SALT agreemonts.

i In addition, there are many technical difficulties w.:s the
Multiple Aim Point plan including the increased need and cost
of security at each of the vertical shalters, the possibility 5-14
of traffic accidents with radiological consejuences,snd others.
The Airforce needs to address these issues in the final EIS,

as well as the following pointst the.social impact on local
townes, the withdrawal of land from hunting & fishing, the

degree of interference the MX will present to the Very Large
Array located in Southern New Mexico, a more precise cost/benefit
justification for the withdrawel of land from agriculture 5-15

and cattle grazinf and the use of thousands of acre feet of
water needed for Industry and ejriculture.

5-12

The Airforce needs to exarine the alternatives to the MX,

»
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including reliance on exiating I1CBNs,| and a more vigorous
pursuit of the SALT talks. This should be included in the

final EIS.

At this time I would also like to request,formally,

that

briefings be held in New Mexico by an Airforce Officer
familiar with the proposed MX sites-- and thelr impactel -
in New Mexico. These briefings, of course, should not pre-

clude public hearings on the MX to be held in 1979,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the

Y. L“d. o Jetd o _

Dede Feldman
1821 Meadowview NW
Albuquerque, NM 87104

Public Comnents

MX project.
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Atwood, Kansas
September 21, 1978

The Deputy of Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF-MIQ)

Washington, D. C, 20330

Dear Sir:

I would like to express the views of my husband and
?yself on the ippact of the MX Missle and the effect
t would have if placed in our area.

Preliminary studies made no mention of the production of
wheat here., Nor did it define correct land values.

No adequate study has ween made to Bhow the results of 5-18
the loss of azricultural contributions and its affect on
the total agricultural output of this country.

None of our communities could supvort tne influx of
people needed to build or operate this type of project.
Their day to day needs could not be met,

Schools, road upkeep, sewers, policing and other tax-
related services could not possibly by provided by the
taxpayers.

There is at this time the start of a flurry of oil activity
which could possibly be of just as great a value to
the welfare ofour nation,

In other words, we are adamantly oprp@sed to the placing
of a missle site in Rawlins County or Northwest Kansas,.

Sincerely, .
y%%é,ul e A el .

Mrs. Wayne I. Gatlin

cc's/Senator Bob Dole, Cong. Keith Sebelius,Gov. Robert
Bennett, State SenatorRichard Gannon, Cong. Mike Hayden

- % g,
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WAUNETA FALLS BANK

WAUNETA, NEBRASKA 69045 e 308-394.5720

Sept. 17, 1978

The Deputy for Enviornment and Safsty
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAFMIQ)
Washington, D. C. 20330

Gentlemen,

1 read with interest and much concern an article in our local paper entitled "MX
Missle Site is Planned in three--state area of Kansas, Nebraske, Colorado". I suppose
there might be some logic behind the decision to consider the erea that the srticle
points out as one of the areas considered, however, it would seem that one of the
considerations could not have been the current use of the land nor the people that
have for years been making & very good living off the land. I would think that there
might just be thousands of acres of land in the country that today is "worthless
and uninhabited and might just be better suited for this type of large project".

The map that is am looking at that came from Volume IV, page 62 of the Draft Enviroment-
al Impact Statement, MX: Milestone I1 {ndicates thati some of the very best farm ground
in Southwestern Nebraska is being considered, when directly north there are hundreds of
thousands of acres of grass land that does not iave & tillable value nor the population
that the other proposed area has.

I would certainly hope that any further decision relative to the use of this land
as outlined will be given public airing. How sron do you anticipate something will 5-19
happen relative to this project, regardless of where it is placed?

Again, 1t would seen to me anmd I am sure to *he vast m jority of the cltizens of
this area, that there have to be areas in the United States ihat would not be
impacted to the degrece that the article indicales we would be, ie., "VERY LARGE"
n most areas.

I trust that either you or our Congresswomin or Senators can ched some very positive
light on this subject and that we will be dropped from you list of considered areast

xecutive Vice~-President

Jng
cce: Congresswoman Virginia D. Smith
Senator Carl 7. Curtis

J. Wiley Green John M. Green
President * Executive Vice President

Keith J. Sexton
Vice President & Cashier
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Donna Hall
R.R. R
Benkelman, Nebra.ka

August 31, 1978

Dear Sirs;

I an weiting you concerning the proposed MX missle for this TRI~
STATE AREA,wnich you refer to as the South Platte Plains,

I dontt know-which of the following i: the most inportant factor,
but, allof tha are to be considered. This is a big farming community
which’ is important to the rest of the country and world as they depend
on us for food, What would thic MX miszle do for that? Besides
ruining good farmland, there are alot of people who consider this

their home, me being one of them. Also, the mis.le would make this
area a prime target for the Soviet's own missles. No one likes that idea |5"22
either, And, I really don't really sce the need for more nissles to
“prepare for war." |5-23

Also, I think that it is very unfair for not informing the people in
this arca about this missle plan. We probably wouldn't even know about
it if it hadn't been for the concerned people of Nebraskans For Peace
who were kind enough to warn us of this idiotic idea. All of us maks
mistakes primarily because we dontt think of all the consequences, 80
please think again before you ruin gosd land and paoplets homes.

Take for example, the island that was in the news this weck, I an
not,surc of the name of it, but the land has had nuclear vactes dwiped
onidt, It is totaliy useless now and the people have be.n orced off
of because it is so dangerous with all of the nuclear radiation that is
noy there. And it will rouain uscless and hazardous for many, nany
thousands of yaars., And you stil. want to build more nuclear power »lants???
This I cannot believe.

These nuclear plants and bombs, if used, will change the whole
course of huuan history and then vhat will be left? Ilothing for future
generations to build on, that is, if there is a generation even left to
build. The land will be unfit fur huzan inhabitance, .

If you consider all of t..esc conscquences and also read thelcalled
"Hiroshina" by John Hersey, and still want to use nuclear wpower, it is in
ny opinjon that you all necd your heads exmiined.

Thank you for your time in readiag umy letcer of great concern for the
welfare of py life and country,

A concerned citizen,
Donna Hall
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September 8, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of Sacretary for the Air Force
(SAF-MIO) Washington, D, C, 20330

To Whom this may Concern:

I am very mush opposed to the missile sites which may be put
in our area around Gurley, Dalton and Sidney, lebraska, I am a
native of Western Nebraska and have seen many changes in our land,
our orops, our wild life, our industry and our population. When
you take away our land, we have no crops which will hurt or close
down many elevators as well as other industries and our population
will inturn decrease because of this,

There are alot of farms in our area that have been in a family
since the early 1900's, How would you feel 1f the government came
in and took all this avay, especially if you had lived on this place
for a great deal of years and worked so hard to build up a profiting
crop and stock?? How about the other farmers who have so much
invested in their equipment...Sure, they may get a good price for
the land but then they have to finé a2 place to live with that money
and no way to pay for their eguipment, Plus anymore, 1f all you
know 1s farming, 1t would be very hard to find another job, I know
this because I ﬁire people with my company and it is very hard to
change, especially if you have to pull up stakes and move to a
different area of the state,

The area farmers work very close with our Wildlife Commission
and we have a good healthy variety of animals in our area now, One
would hate to destroy or loese these animals from our area,

I heard the other day from a very good source, that there are
two or three other states that may want the missiles, Is this true?
I appreciate very much you hearing me out on this and I would like
a reply from you if possible,

Sincerely yours

Allen G, Hardwick
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18 September 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon, Washington, D.C. 20330

Subject: Comments Relevant to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) on MX: Milestone II.

The subject EIS is so full of extraneous background data and spent
so much time trying to justify the military/political need for an
MX Program that it forgot to emphasize the real environmental issues
and alternatives. Therefore, specific comments concerning this EIS
would serve no useful purpose in the decision making process.

The Full-Scale Engineering Development (Milestone II) decision point
could be better served by having stopped at the assessment phase and
using a finding of no significant impuct and not preparing an
environmental impact statement.

I recommend that the final EIS not be a carbon copy of the draft

document, but that a new one be generated to better serve as the

means for assessing the environmental impact of proposed Air Force 5-25
action, rather than justifying decisions already made.

5475 W. L€high Avenue
Denver, CO 80235
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Dear Sirs;

I am writing coicerning the MX missile sight which .-
you are considering plauing in the South Platte Plains in
Eastern Colo,

Of course, we object., This urea has tne best hard red
winter wheat land in ths U.S.

We have worked hard through wind, hail, drouth and
low prices to finely pgy for our land.

We are not large farmers. We have a lot of money
invested dh machinery and buildings.

We have read some of the literature available and

saw the map of the site, but would like more detailed
information such as ;

Would Air Force buy all the land i+ the 5000 to 8000
sq, miles?

If so, how would land be appraised?

Would all the farmers have to move out of the 8itc?

The impact statement says agriculture could continue
in point security but no structures would be allowed.
Does this mean land around missle site could bve farmed,
within the site or outside of the area, in otherwords ]
will ther be any farming in the 5000 sq. mi. area? 5-28

What w 11 happen to the towns in the ares?

If we ire forced %o seli our land to the Air Force,
how will the government handle the capital gain and
income from the land under these circumstances?

What will we do with our mactirery, if there's no
farmhg in the area, no one will want to huy it?

When will the sight be picked?

When will tre land have to be v-cated, at the beginning
off the project or at the finish?

These guestions are very importent to us and we would
appreciate you answering the ones you can. Thank You

ru

C)ﬁm/u
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Lasco,NEBR. 69148
August 24, 1978

The Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of Air Force
SAF/NIQ
Washington D. C. 20330

Dear Sir:

It has just beer brought to my attention that the Air Force is
considering Western Nebraska as a possible site location for the
MX Missile site. Assuming that the vertical shelter base is

being considered, could you tell me what the probability is of

the Air Force implementing this plan? Furthermore should they
implement the vertical shelter base plan, in your oppinion are

they likely to select the area security plan or the point security
plan? Should the area security plan be selected, you can imagine
the impact that it would have on our area. I am involved in the
banking industry in Lisco and Dalton, Nebraska and my trade area
would have a great effect in both communities. If this is the case
then I would feel that a public hearing should be conducted in our
area so that questions concerning the residents of the area could
be answered as well as giving people in this area an opportunity to
testify.

Your assistance and response concerning this matter would be greatly
appreciated. Thank you kindly.

Sincerely,
Thomas H. Olson

President
THO:em
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C0 "/58 Yula, CulvlauO.

Oet)to 9' lg'lds

beputy tor Environuental Sufety
Ufface of tnhe Secretiry of tne Alr horce wig
Wasnington, D. C. 20330

Dear Sir:

We wish to express our opposition to the tentutive plens for
u xo0bile miseite Cowplex in the Yuums aresa.

We xnow tne need for tuis adusile Complex is greuwt =-=
but truly, you would be doing an injustice to tne American people by
condenning this fine agriculturul ureu, wnich only recently becune &
fertile faruwing cou ntry ---- due tv trne wdvent ot Pivot Irrigution
bystews. Prior to irripation in Norineustern voLuredo, wucu of tuis
land was secwingly wortnless; but now wost of tuis rouna is algaly
productive, taunss to witer, fert 1lizativn wnd verter furwing
metnods.

Tne Americun people cwannot survive long witnout & good Defenbe
System, bui neiluer cun tney survive tong wituout f00d ===«
and the Agricultural pruducts ruised in tuois arees IS fooda for uwuny,
many Americans. Please, oh, please reconsider, ~--- wnd do mucn
wore reseatch tetore your finul decisiun to Condewn our areue.

Then tov, we &re very wucu concerne 4 &boul our loved ones
in tne Yuwa Cewmetery (estatiibned in Ll8¥s¢) &nd tue nuuber of
cemeteries wituin o by wile rudius of Yuwi. Would you te plunning to
move a1l tnose bodies to wnotaer place, it tnis wreu is designated us
as & Missile 5ite? Wnat un enormous cosi tuls will be to your
budget ---~ &nd 0ot cou rse eventuwnlly to tne tax payer. luere are
appromimately oduv gruves in tue Yumu ceweveEry &ione, -- no doubt
a lise number in each ot tne cumeteries in tne towns of Huxtun,
Paoli, Holyore, ¥leming, Duily, Otis, Akron, Erusn, Lcgley, “"ray, Joes,
Idalia, &nd Yernon. Luen therc &re & nuuber ol ceEweleries 1n CEuween
wiun puriels 1n tue cerly ltcu's. Cne sucn 18viated cemetery uas been
cared 10r tune punt <u yeurs by our Gringe «8 m Coutmu ni1ty Service
Project.

Trnere no doubt nus teen & good uuy readbons brougnt tu your
attention, ror recvncidering tue Lencative plans for a sissile sive
in tnis purt 6 Lne couniry ~--- muy we teg €¢I you ~--- taal you
give a1l these rexcons your sinceére tna toougnttul attention.

Thank you.

SincereLy, '&u
-t 7144,“_1)

Nr. and krs. ‘Yoo J. Powell, 5r.

1:4 North Altiny, Q e
Yuma, COLOs bU7dY.
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considered, how these areas were choden, the

Renee Renzelman
Star Route,fRox 12
Wray, CO 80758
Sept, 19, 1978

The deputy ot Cnvironmental Safetsn.
Office of the Secretary of the Air Jorce
Yashington, 3.C, 20330

dear Sir:

3 am writing to request intormation on the
mX iesile System. I am doing a research paper
and need any intormation that you can give me on
thia subject,

3¢ poasible, I heed to hnow the areas being
approximate coat, more about the missiles, how the 5-39
aystem will aftfect the people, & why you have
chosen this aystem, etc, )

It the South Platte Plains area would be 5-40
choaen, could you explain whaet area would have to
be condemned and why.

3 have read a Lot o articles and they all
dcem to have a ditferent story, 40 I would Like
to hear it #rom the right source,

; I would appreciate it i{ you would send me
any. information that can be released,

Sincerely yours,

{‘3..7' NLS, ".".«./2/,2 Uoa'aPal

Penee Renzel.ian
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September 1, 1978
U.S. &ir Force

Deputy for Environment and Safety

SAF-MIQ

the Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

RE: MX Missile Site called South 2latte Plains

Gentlemen:

1 am very much against the provoged MX missile and
certainly do not want it stationed in the area called the
South Platte Plains. I have many objections which I think
are worth considerstion,

1,

VI - 5-44

The area of the South Platte Plains includes much
good farm and ranch land, In snite of the current
overproduction of food-stuffs, this is by no means
a worldwide trend, nor are our food reserves so
great that we can afford to take large areas
permanently out of nroduction, As the povulation
continues to increase, so will our need for good
eropland,

Property in this area sells for a high orice,

What with the expense of the tunnel construction,
of the missiles themselves, al~ng with the cnst
of the land, this would be a tre-+endously
exnensive undertaking.

The subsoil of this area consists »f a loose, fine
clay soil which has never been nacked, As any
farmer nan tell vou, any disturbance of this clay
results in wash-outs znd deep sink-holes on the
gurface, I do nnt think this is anorooriate for
an extensive tunnel svystem,

Extensive tunnels and road-building would destroy
aompletely an alceady fragile wildlife situation,”
A defense system which reaquires the constant

moving of a -large missile must certainly require 5_43'

a great deal of energy., In these tines »f energy
scarcity, is this a good plan?

As I understand it, the purpose of constantly
moving the missiles is to make it difficult for the
enemy to know just wiere the missiles are to destroy

them, Would not the enemy military merely blanket ] 5-44

the area with bombs? And what ha-nens to the MX
missiles when a tunnel collanses?
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It has gntten to the voint where many neonle feel that
they would rather risk the destruction of their homes by a
foreign military attack, than to cert¢inly have their homes
destroyed by their own defense system,

/?@mu/ & M/%w

Ms, N2ncy G. Schaffert
Route 3, Box 54
Curtis, Nebraska 59025

cec. President Jimmy Carter
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
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Box 157
long Pine, NE 69217
August 27, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety )
Office of Secretary of the .ir Force (SAF/MIO)

Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

—

I am writing concerning the proposed site of a new Air
Force nuclear missile base, that is, in the "South Platte
Plains.* I am a native of western Kansas and a resident of
northwestern Nebraska, and I highly value the land, water, and
other agricultural resources of this plains area. I am
very strongly opposed to the building of a nuclear missile site

in this area.

Besides being opposed to the proposed missile base due
to agricultural reasons, I am opposed to all construction and
sale of nuclear weapons, I believe our country has to take the
first step in disarmament if we ever hope to achieve world
peace. Please consider the potent danger to human life you
are creating in constructing such heinous weapons of war.

From studying that I have recently done, I am aware that
“already our U.S., arsenals contain enough weapons to destroy
the entire world twelve times, Why is there a need to continue
~to build more weapons, and especially ones that have deadly 5-46
contaminants resulting from their construction?

I cannot believe that this is what the Creator has
designed. for the world that He created.

Sincerely, ,

Jeslon J&/a/a-a_ WW
Sister Hope Steffens,
- Sandhills Catholic Parishes
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816 Highland Drive
Ogallala,.Nebraska 69153
August 29, 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
(SAF/M10)

Washington, D.C. 92409

Dear Sir:

: We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement MX:
Milestone II and feel it is imperitive to comment.

; The environmental impact study incorrectly characterizes the

i South Plains ir several crutial respects. It says that the

! major use of the soil is "for grazing and haymowing with limited
areas of dry farming. Inadequate quantity or quality of ground-
water limits the development of irrigated agriculture." The
criteria does not take into account that in 1975, in the South-

| west Nebraska counties alone, more than one million acres were

{ irrigated. The study only mentions "some production of oats,

! corn and sugar beets." The Platte Valley accounts for one~fifth

i on the State's sugar beet production. Lands south of the Platte

comprise some of the best wheat growing areas of the State, pro-

viding almost one-quarter of Nebraska's total p;oduction of this

crop. 15% of the cattle in the State are located in this area.

These figures come from Economic Development in Southwest Neb-

» raska prepared by the Nebraska Department of Economic Development,
; made available by the Cornhusker Council of Governments.
They do not even include the extremely productive land in Western

Kansas or the land along the Platte in Colorado.

g

o
"

T aat]

The 1mpact study makes light of the overall importance of agri-
culture in the South Plains region. It correctly quotes stat-
“Istics (IV-65) that indicate that more income is received, and
more people are employed, in non-farm enterprises. But what they 5-48
fail to mention is that most ¢ those other commercial or indus-
trial enterprises directly or indirectly derive their existence

grom agriculture, and would fold without the agricultural land
ase,

The impact study also misrepresents the housing situation. It
implies that the occupancy level is low. To the contrary, that 5-49
a housing shortage exists is commonly known, and the continuation
of the situation is projected. (See again Economic Development

in the Southwest). ;

VI - 5-48 Public Comments
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As if eliminating the inhabitants and the agricultural production
is not enough, the impact study cites as endangered species, the
black-footed ferret; the swift fox; the greater and lesser prairie
chickens; the sharp-tailed grouse; and the mountain plover; with-
out explaining what the net effect on these animals will be.

The water quantity information does not take into account the
current problem in many of the South Plains counties of a rapidly
dropping, non-replenishing water table. Two counties have put
restrictions on the drilling of new wells. The study (IV-66)
concludes that there will be enough water if it is "properly
managed." What exactly does that mean? Will irrigation wells

be shut off to accommodate tie missile pool? A more serious
analysis is needed and the full effect on the other water users
must be shown before the Air Force can assume that 3-12 billion
gallons per year will be available for missle develorment.

The study states that there is a risk of an accident resulting
in a radiocactive spill in the area, particularly if the trans~
porter is on public roads (IV-102)., But it gives us no details
of such a tremendous impac* nor does it outline any precautions
that will be taken.

One of the screening criteria is the presence of oil and gas re-
sources. Here, too, the‘'study is incomplete. 90% of the area
iIs covered by active oil and gas leases by major oil and gas
companies, Much of the gas has low pressure lgvel and some have
been in production for 20 years.

The impact study does not address what will happen to the highly
profitable Burlington railroad route or the new railroad route
which carries 100 carloads of coal through the South Plains par-
allel to Highway 23.

The climate information should alert decision-makers to the fact
that severe storms are frequent and power outages caused by
lightening are not uncommon. An area that meteorologists call
"Hail Alley" is included in the South Plains. Icestorms break
down electrical wires and snow storms have made the roads im-
passible for several days. This certainly should be considered
in the decision to use large missile transporters and various
"quick reaction" alert teams,

The study said that the cost will be between $15 and $20 billion
dollavs (I-89). Senator Tom McIntyre of New Hampshire, Chairman
of the Senate Armed Service Research and Development Subcommittee,
said the overall program was hideously expensive at $40 billion
(Aviation Week & Space Technology, Oct. 1977). We know that the
project will be highly inflationary and divert vast amolnts of our
monetary and natural resource, but just what will be the cost?

Why the discrepancy? .

2=
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In all, the evaluation of alternatives can only be as good as
the method and information used. First, we believe that the
criteria used to select the alternative areas; so called "geo-
technical," is unacceptable, It does not specifically detail

or substantively consider the number of human beings that would
be displaced, or the amount of agricultural production that will
be eliminated. :

Secondly, we would like you to take note of the climate con-
ditions, the cost discrepancy, and the lack of analysis on radio-
active contamination danger on the effect of the project on the
endangered species.

Third, much of the information used for comparitive evaluation

is either outdated or too conelusory to paint an accurate picture
of the South Plains. We have mentioned specifically the oil and
gas resources, the water quantity, agricultural production,
housing vacancies and the transportation system. To base an
earth-shattering decision on such information would be a tragedy
for all.

Pursuant to CFR 32 Section 214.8 viii(a), we request a series
of hearings to be held in the South Plains Region on this draft
statement.

Sincerely,
—~7 -
Z 4-/, = \ /7 ""/<,

N /
v AHE /f/1-§:h¢H¢1&é;24Q$L__
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James Teply

2761 C% Rd,

Grand Junction, CO,
81501

( 2l AT FROM:

TOs

Deputy for Enviroment and Safety (SAF/MIQ)

Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
Pentagon,

Washington, DC 20330

Sir:

I have a question regarding the possible location of the
Milestone II missile in the Nebraska/Colorado/Kansas site,

Assume this site is chosen and the Milestone II is operational
in this area. This would mean that the Air Force would buy
this land and not use it for the agriculture or farming
purposes it now is used for, When the Milestone II becomes

an obsolete system, say in the year 2000, what then becomes

of this productive land?

AT nwwmwwr A

o

B A

There is a possibility that 56 sections of land could be
taken out of the ownership of what now is the 'family farm',
When this land becomes saleable again, are there any safe-
guards to prevent this from becoming one giant farm of the
Agri-business industry? Would any attempts be made to return
this land to heirs or to the small rancher/farmer.

5-57

AR L R L

i I would not want to see this program, or system, become a

: method to allow the giant Agri-business industry to gain
controtd of a large area of farmland, with the resulting
monolopy and controll it would have over local small
farmers, cities, industry and business,

I would like to see this question addressed in future
prggentations.

Thank you,

D

James Teply

Public Comments VI - 5-51
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29 August 1978

Deputy for Environment an: jafety

0'tice of the Secrotary of the air Force (3AF/.1IQ)
Washington, D.C., 20330

Y BECT: Comments/qQueries regarding location (proooged) of
Project M-X

Ger:tlemen:

1« Recently my wife and I read articles in the newspapers of

3t. Prancis, Xansas, and Benkleman, Nebraska, regardiing ths pro-
posed lozation of Project M~-X in northwest Kansas, Mortheast Colo-
rado, and soutnwest iebraska. In the articles read, it stated
that if there were any questiom /co.:ments, they shauld bs in your
office by NLT 5 Sevtember 1978. as my wife'!'s parents huave their
farm and original homesite in northern Cheysnne County, KS, we
are quite interesteu in this matter.

2. Our comments/queries are a.s follow:

&. As we understand, if this phojosed location 1s approved,
all far+ers an: ranchers woul. be excluded aftzr the purchase of
the land. Therefore:

' 1) Who would determine the valus of the land ani on what
basis?

2)How would the DOD, specifically the Depmrtment of the
Alr farce, jJustify the takin. out of use farm land (i1.s., ® rn,
maize, wheat, etc.) and grazing land?

what does ths Air Force an:/or DD slan to do with

the civilian agricultural community (farmers/ranchers) who will
be displaced if thil- locatlon 1is avproved?

4) vhat will happen to the num-arous communities which
1lie within the proposed location dbo.naarie s, such as Wheeler,
Bird City, Oakley, anu Colby, K87

b. It 43 interesting to note that thers 15 at least one large
tract of .joverment, albsit militery, land available, this being
the Smokey Hill AF Bomb/Guunery Range adjacent to the “ormer
Sehilling AFB, Salina, Ks3.

1) %y coul: not such property as this be utilized?

2) uwhy could not such land that is more sparsely populated
or/and of less agricultural value not be used?

3) Has DO» and/or Departmeht of the Alr Farce considered
such other sites/locations?

Vi - 5-52 Public Comments
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PAGE 2 29 August 1978
SUBJECT: Zomment s/queries regarding location (prcposed) of
Project M-X g

¢. Has DOD, specifically Department of the Air Forcs, given
the local populace inside the prospec tive/provosed site locatiom
& complete unl detailei bri=fin' of what can be exp-cte: if the
project 1s auvproved and put into operation, to inelude proapect
of first-strike area targetting by hostile forces in the evert
of armed conflict?
1) If not, why? '

~) If so, how detailzd was the infopmation dissemim ted
and to wnom was it dismeminated?

3+ Although my wife ani I .o not reside currently in northwest

Kansas, her entire {a:ily does reside within the &ffected area.

Because of this, we are very intesrested in tnis matter and would
appreciate hearing from your of.ice on the above queries,

Sincerely, s s

A

ire & Mrs, J. M, Thompson
51QGR Bayberry Lane
Gr:ensboro, NC 27405
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PERRY INTERNATIONAL, INC.

HTSOUTH ITLHSTREF

PR ADELPHIN, P JOIDR L S\
TELEPHONE €215 663-1 130
TFLEN S3296 PERRY INTT PHA

August 24, 1978

Mr. carlos Stern, Ph.D.

Deputy for Environment & Safety
Office of the Secretary USAF (SAF/MIQ)
Pentagon, Washington D.C. 20330

Ref: Letter 14 Aug. 1970 SAF/MIQ to Perry International,
MX Milestone II EIS

Dear Mr. Stern:

We have reviewed Volume IV, Basing Mode Evaluation of the
MX EIS, particularly with regard to the electrical power require-
ments developed for the various BMCA's. We found it helpful
in a general sense for one of our clients to assess the potential
MX basing business impact.

It would be helpful in further impact studies if somewhat
greatexr detail could be provided as to how the various requirements
of the several BMCA's may or could be met. We would find this
especially helpful.

Very Truly yours,

R \}"‘—
Sl /I U.(1¢h&
Robert A. Webster

RAW:8]j
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S September 1978

Deputy for Environment and Safety

SAP/NIQ.

Oftice of the Assistant Secretary, USAP .
Pentagon .

Washington, D,C, 20330

Attention: Dr. Carlos Stexn .
Deputy for Environment & Safety

Reference: Draft E,I.8, for MX: Milestone 1II

Gentlemen:

After carefully reading this E,I,S,, my observations are
as follows:

1.0 Program Overview.Page I-77, Backqround (3.5,5,2), 1If the
vertical shelter is indeed more protective and less expensive,
which was known from Minuteman studies, why expand further
R&D funds to analysie the other shelter schemes ?

2,0 Program Overview.Page I-81, Have Host (3.6.1.1), My experience
with BEIA/ELIS investigations in the desert on the SOHIO Mid-Continent/
Wes* Coast Pipeline Project show that the desert cannot recover

and heal itself from construction activities for a period of

no less than a century, and perhaps much longer.

2.1 Purther, it has been shown that recreation vehicles (such
as four-wheel-drive jeeps, dune buggies, and motorcycles) follow

construction roads, thus further intruding into unspoiled poxtions
of the desert,

2.2 California and other states have considered banning recreational
vehicles for just the reason mentioned above in 2,1,

2,3 Desert flood plains are extremely delicate and paths of
rainwater run-off are easily affected by construction., This fact
alone could radically alter large expanses of the desert,but
particularly where MX engineering requirements are not amicable
to regional environments.

3.0 Program Overview., Page I-87, Socioeconomic effects.Transient
worksxs are, by and large, associated by the general public with
their after-hours activities in neighboring towns than with the
job-site contributions of such workmen,

Crime can be an issue in surrounding communities where workmen
spend a great deal of time, and there is the notential that the
larger MX sites could shelter some fugitives from justice, as
the larger camps of the North slopo,Alnlkai now do,
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3.1 Waen there is a lenchty construction period at any one
potentiri base, there is a tendancy for speculators to over-build
an area with single family dwellings.

When this occurs, as it did in Rapid City, South Dakota and in
other Minuteman bases, there is a massive drop in the value

(and occupancy) of thousands of homes vhen the program is
complated, Without follow-on contracts, these towns and cit.es
suffer radical social changes and their futures are are fraught
with real estate perils. This reason alone is a pressing point

, for expanding Minuteman bases, now, and juot entering upon further,
- : actual building of MX sites,

o L i i

M

4.0 rull-scale Engineering Development.Pages 1I-104,105, Modify
Current ICBM ... (4.3.2). There is no pub.ished, factual data

c that overall costs of expending Minuteman (at its established
bases) would in any way cost more than MX will cost in R&D alone,

Mew Soviet SS series missiles with 25-30 megaton warheads will
equally devastate MX sites as well as Minuteman sites, and Soviet
targeting cannot be thought to c7erlook MX operational sites

when and i1f they bscome operaticns ready,

TR

TRER

i Further, there have been nc studies to access whit the communities
: around the MX bases will thirk when they discover the barrage
- ! of incoming warheads that could strike their regions.

5.0 Missile Flight Testing. Tiie Air Force should expect the

s Sierxa Club and other gimilar groups to refute Af views of how

! habitats will be changed, These refutations will be in detail,

i written by formitable authorities. Counter-refutation, point by
|

|

|

point, will be required,

1 ' ) 6,0 Basing Mode Evaluation, Page¢ IV«l0. ALCC availability to

2 MX sites is no asset since only Minuteman is now configured

3 to accept ALCC launch votes, In fact, SAC would have to re-route
ond re-schedule massive XC~135 patterns now, and DC-10 patterns

later, just to cover the projected desert areas, i

7.0 Summary. Minuteman III will be more effective than MX, and is
now in place with bases established, Minuteman III can targef more
Soviet sites with its multiple wucheads, which is technologically
a great asset that MX lacks,

The advent of the Boeing 747 or DC-10 equipped with 56-70 ALCM
Cruisa Missiles gives the US an excellent mohile platform to
deter enemy attacks and to strike mussive nations if neelded,
In this manner, missiles can cover Soviet targets, and can do
80 without investing billions of dollars in the costly and
potentially unfeasible MX.

8incerely,
A /%’
Tim Whalen, Technica’ Editor

) 12307 East 16th Street
- Tulla"ox 74128

20 S U,
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WINDMILL ALLIANCE
-\3" P.0.BOX 155

v} V W GENKELMAN , NEBRASKA
69021
“Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall be called the children of God, "’
St. Matthew5:9
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What it is — The M-X is a land-based intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) designed to augment the existing force of
Minuteman H1 and Titan 1CBMs. Besides being mobile each M-X would carry 10 to 14 independently targeted warheads (the
Minuteman 1l carries only three and the Titan only one) and each warhead would have twice the accuracy of the Minuteman 111
warhead. The path of the M-X warhead could be adjusted in flight 50 as to elude enemy defenses, a feature known as *MARV"*
IManeuverable Reentry Vehicle).

Althoughthe M-X is being advertised for its mobility, the extreme accuracy of the watheads, w hich could hit within 100 feet of the
“arget after traveling 8,000 miles, is probably the most important feature of the new weapon. Witha projected 300 missiles each
carrying 1010 14independently targeted warheads, the 3,00010 4,200 M-X warheads could be used in ' limited* strikes at selected.
Sovict targets,

M-X svoporters claim that a mobiie missile system is needed to counter Soviet developments which thresten the sursival of our
:utrent landbased 1CBMs, They neglect, however, the fact that over 60 per cent of the U.S. strategic nuclear force js securely
“laced insubmarines and bombers, Moreover, General David Jones, Air Force Chief of Staff, testified befoze Congress ing 1978
hat Mit will be a long time before (the Soviets) could disarm the Minuteman force with any great assutance. 1 question whether
heywilleverbeabletodothat.

Because they will be hidden it will be impossible fo the other side to count them by satellie reconnaissance or other *“technical

f neans,* e

Costs— The M-X isunexrremely expensive weapon system. Eachnissile is expected to c..3t S100 million, almost as muchasa 8-

bomber. Total costs forthe system ate estimated between $30 and 350 billion.

What's ahead-— Since the M-X is at the very eatiy stages of development, and a decision on building the whole systemis not due
mntil 1981, the M.X controversy is bound 10 grow, -

President Cartet now stands between M-X propenents and M.X opponents, who are alarmed by its dange:ous qualities, high
M1and enviroamen:al impact. Carter cut M.X funding by.$90 million in 1978, 10 $158 million, but selest Congzessmen have
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Detections rrom tne Lrart Snvironmental ampact otdieuuei

In late July 19°8 the United States Air Force teleased s Dufl Envi | impat Si ing 1he entire M:X
Nucieat Misnle Program. This Draft Envi I Impact § s weitienin otdet 10 give the public, loza) offiials and
sgencies, concerned organizations and Federal agencies 8 chance 1o res iew and commen. Public hearings can be \heduled upon
request. (NMembers of the Windmill Aliance has ¢ spoken with Air Force officials inihe Pentagon, who would be more ihan happy
10schedule s public hearing featuring a spolesman from the M- X project.)

About $,000 squate miles of wesiern Nebraska and Kansas and Eastern Colorado valled the "SOUTH PLATTE PLAINS"
areajcactively being considered for the Jocation of the propoted M.X Missile Sysiem,

ALptesent there ate six areas in the Len western states considered G hnically Suitable’* for ihe M:X Project, Some of the
criteria upon w hich the final site selection will be based are: .
1. LowPopuisiion denshy
2. Absenceof Unility Lines (Gas, Oil, Electric)
3. Mini of 30 feetto bedrock or water lable
Other critensa not specified are dependant upon the basing mede UT the technology developed te 1ransport and deploy the
missiles. At present the following basing modes ate under consideration:
1. Underground Trenches
2. Conventionai Siles
3. Undcr\nmcoml
1ticnot clear w hether envi i
1ed willdetermine the site.
There are three stages of development through which the project must proceed. The firsl stage involves study of existing meps
and geologicd] sueveys, The second consists of the aciual “legwork™, aerial phoios, suzveyings, eic. The third siep it the scrual
production, construction and deployment, Through the process of these three steps, 3 Envi | tmpact St wiltbe
released, The first one is tentatively planned for release in October, This siatiemnent will contist of letters snd comments from the
public 10 be published in response to the proposed mojm and any revisions or updates of the plan, The second will be itvued i
1981 afier Congeess has voted on {undm; of the proiect. Jtitin thicscatement that the site selected will be omcmly releaved. The
finalstatement wil' beissued Just prior to the actual constructionand Ceployment of misileat the proposed site,
Allhoush latge amounts of the taxpay.1* money have already been spent (5138 Million for testing in 1978 alone according 10
one mme) on this project, the fate of the program will be decided in Congress in 1980, Once sthe budgetisapprosed andasite ks .
lected, the final Emvi | Impact $ will be released, Putchase of land and exclusion of its inhabiants wilt not
proceed until the mid eighties, according 1othe Alt Force. (Some sources believe earlier.)
The Ait Force asks that allcomments onthis peoposed sitebe received by S ber 22,1978 enabli
allcommenisteceived, to publishin lhm TitstEr ental Impact St Allcorrespond
beaddreswedio:

stthesite will determing the bacing mode, ot whether the tehnnlogy selec.

gthemio review sndanwer
tegarding thisinatier should

The Deputy for Environment and Safety
Officeof the Secretary of the Air Force
Washingion, D.C. 20330
Copiec of the S olume teport, entitled *Dealt Envir I Impact St MX: Milestone §1°* have beenissued to only
180 agencies in Western Nebraska, The Southw est Nebraska Council of Gorernments in M2Cook and The Panhandie Resource

CounnlmScombluﬂ Copiesarcavailablefree 1o the publicby writing: -t el U VN
: Civil Engineeting Divition &, .o s NPTERN
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Central Nevada x

The outlined areas contain
n:{raxluuly 8,000 3q. niles,
this is the estimated noainal area
required for ares security devalop-
nent of 200 missiles in buried trenches,
320 in horitontal shelters, 320 in
vertical shelters, )60 in pools and
120 In point securlty vertical shelters-
1360 alssiles.

California~ 8,000 sq. niles

200 missiles in buried trenches,
240 In horizontal shelters, 200 in
vertical shelters, 320 in poocls and
80 in point security vertical shelters~
1120 alssiles,

Luke- Yuaa~ 6,000 sq. miles

200 missiles in buried trenches,
280 in horitontal shelters, 340 in
vertical shelters, 320 in pools and
120 in security- 1280 aissiles.

¥hite Sands- 6,000 sq. miles

200 zissiles in burled trenches,
280 in horizontal shelters, 360 in
vertical shelters, 320 in pocls and
80 in security-1080 miseiles,

West Texas

200 missiles in buried trenches,
240 in herizontal, 320 in vertical
shelters, )20 {n pools and 120 in
security-1200 nissiles.

South Platte-8,00 sq. niles
The outlined areas contain approx.
8,000 8q. miles, This iz the estizated

nominsl area required for security
deploynent of 400 missiles in vertical
shelters, 3}20 in pools, 200 in buried-
trenches, 2080 in horisontal shelters
and 120 in point security vertical-
shelters. Dus te shallow ground water
the Northwistern 25% of the areas ray
be unsuitatle for vertical shelters~
1320 nissiles~ 26,400 silos, 1

Texss & New Vexice
200 missiles in duried trenches,
360 in horizontal, 400 in vertical,

320 in pools and 120 point-1400 missiles
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SEVEX 3%, Cohi's e
Central Nevads Great Basin
Ill;l‘ all -I.ti [N

rinary existirg vse !4 cattle 13
aineral productica nt:r.ury.lbv?' in
primarily in meurteing, few reeds,
no rallreads- very low zep. deneity
future land use sredatiy the sane a8
existing vees therefere, recovery is
possidle
aain difference tetweer treneh and
sheiter results fre= larger exclusion
areas ru}nh‘d 3y shelter
ne_well-developet 1and-use plarns, Wt
3L, tends teward wultiple wse.

Califernia Mejave Desere

some private ewnershis, But mveh o
under B.L.Mo= soze agricultursl red.,
availability of wvater s lizited-
hlrzaprcdueu. divestock and pusitry
are orsante«geae mining~ twe intere
state highways- zajer f 1ines~ seme
petroleus produes and ma £18
glpcunn- 0p« density rederate~ in
eperial Yalley, very high intensity
farzing~ high retreaticr. usage
present B.L.K. use Flans are fer
sultiply use« government ewned propert

Luke Alr Porce Rmfo in Yieinity o2 B
land mostly urder B.L.M., seme ant
private owneruhip- private land pre-
doninately asricilturai- ainersl reses
exist, but no currant elning- several
natural gas pipelines- pop, density v
light- curraat land use plans tend
toward agricultural asd recreation

¥hite Sands Missile Mange

cxc;{t for Kiss, River proper, land &t
mainly under BN, witk: gome private
ovmership- prinary las4 use is cattle
raising- little zineral valve- ene in
state Mchu{ ard so=e rail netwerks
one ¢i1 pipeline- pecs, dcnﬂ:{ 1ight
M plans for land use sre aulti

Texas~New ¥exico Nigh Plains
almest entirely srivase ownershipe
fairly densely populated- darge iume
fz-oﬂnc cotten, sorghus and wheat
ivestock grilng preseant- one of tue
nost agriculturally ductive areas
the country- extensive network of rea
and rallrosdss extens’ - “etwerk of o
and gase fov land us - eutside o
urban areas.

South Platte Plains

1and ownership pricerily {:inu-
relatively high pep. density- rallres
throughout area~ far= to zarket hi
ways~ one natursl gas pipeline~‘land
pricarily grazing ant raising ef 1iw
stock and hay~ sone production eof ea*
corn and SUgAr teets- gone ewurrant
recreaticn-usee £nly urdan aress han
land-use plans

Rio Grande Basin

1and nostly privately ownede grasing
and cattle produstics, But not Inten
sive- water avalladility linited- of
ard gas pipall Jregente one intep
state highway and several railrosds
ops density very light
gm‘ use plane
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hreas Contrad Nevoee 23%-11,916 Dept
of Interisr, 25K- 5 Do
1310 P Lvater 11573 Detenss,
Califurnia--92%-15,009 Dept
Int., $5-1,508 Dot aenrbe rl,,
Tumae<723%£-13,040 Dept, of .
1081, 787 Sars 17503, 003 Priv,

¥hite Sands--Big-15,009 Dept
Intes 128-2.130 Det.. afosis regv.

5 Dept, of Int
il e

Wegt 2 eebfay,
I c;:not:f.;u-fsfﬁ

Texas M.P,-+100€-13,727 Private

8. Platte--100£-13,72
Source-Hationad Atlas l;% 7 Private

Fort Collins 2213241
Denver-314r, area 34007 or 428-2138
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Fresh Challenge Voiced
To Missile ‘Shell Game’

By Ceotge C. Wilson
Wesbiarion Povt Qult Wener

‘The Pentagen’s Idea of playing s §i-

ant “shell game™ with tand based mis-

t sles Lo foel the Sevieus is nething
shert of “madness,” wams a weapea
speciollast whe participsied in o seccet
study of the concept.

Deminie Pasluccl, 8 retired Navy
coptaln whe served oa the Sirat X
team that assesiea US. sirategic op-
tions in the 1560s, said the “sdell
game” deploymect would foree the
Serviets 1o target even more of their
auclesr weapads on the America Jand
mass.

US. planners should work s & nu-
clear offease that would draw Soviet
fite away frem land, net teward it,
Paoluccl contended in as laterview,

His srgument represents 3 fresh
challenge to the mistlle deployment
scheme gaining momentum withia
the gorernment as Carter adroinistra.
tion officlals loek for ways te stsure
the Senate and the pudlic that sigping
2 pews arms canrol agreement with
the Russians Is an acceptabdle risk.

‘The shell game concept calls for
digging 20 holes for one mussile. The
missle, complete with launcher,
would be trucked from hole te hole
secretly, in darkness, 5o that the-So-
viets gunners could never be sure
which uaderground sile held a mis-
tlle. .
3¢ the Soviets did pot know which
of 2 silos had the missile, backers of
{he scheme argue. they would have te
use ot Jeast 20 warheads to corer the
field hiding the single missile.

Deploying .n additionsl 300 land
missifes, either the existing Minute
man or the MX blockbuster missile
under development, and digging—~20
holes for each would coniront the Se-
iets with 6,000 new sllog te corer,

Rather than engage In such an ex«
pensive and sell-defeating holes va.
wathesds eontest, goes the supporting
argument, the Seviets would be in.
elined to 3ign sn a3 t with the

surprise atack Jeok futlle
jure o the

emlla,

The shell game dedloyment is be)
catied MAP, foe Multiple Alm sz.
ysiem

“Itis madness 1o vie Urited Slates
real estate 85 ‘8 STeat spezse 4 ab
sorh’ Seviet nuclear wespons” Pao-
lucel asserted In voziesting Allen's re-
tionsle,

“The ebjectlie of ovr military
forces snd sirategy should be 10 re-
duce the weight of any poteatisl af-
tack on LS. real esinte rate
tractiop evea fmote
NAP scheme woule promp! the Sovie
ets to sim 20 times a8 taa2) warherds
at the United States 3518 does now, be
contended

The arms specialist further asserted
that it the Usited Swates did ¢ig a
f1e]d of holes for one mitile, Soviet
techniclans sould scon figute out how
l; determine which dole hei¢ the mis-
sile

The reallife polides of deploying
wespens alse would ke the sdell
game conce;t sell defeatins, Pasiuee)
mainsined.

1t 8 1ot of holes sre dug 31 & single
misslle, he precictec, “the:e w il come
8 tine whed some muid enis.s or other
cireumstance will fzvite t°¢ decision
to fill the heles with missiles and
launchers since ‘the heler sre dug
amywayS

The result. he 3ald, wovld be “the
same fixed, vulnerable system we are
trying te replace.”

He $2id the Sizat X team. which
sifted throuzh sarieus sirstegic op-
tions for then-Deferse Secretary Rob-
ert §. MeNamars, Jooked ot the shell-
game proposal and refectes K a9 un-
sound before submitting its tep-secret
Teport in 1947,

Asked 2hout these eriticisma, one
military adrocate of the shell-game
system countered that decestion vould
be achieved by sending deccy missile
transperiers around the field of siles.
The missile Haell could be kept In on

United States to reduce the number
of watheads on tach side.

Cen. Lew Allen Jr., Alr Force chief
of statf, sald Jost week that Alr Force
studies had shewn that land missiles
sitting still (n wndzerround sitos could
not be forlified enouch to keep Soviet
3 bombs frem disahling them.

One atiractive response (o the thew-
sands of warheads the Soviets sre put.
ting aa their misstles, sald Allen,
would be. coley "a grest spcnge”
of targe1s In Lhe United States “te ab.
sord” 1he Seviet warhesds, miking s

The can.ater could
be Jowered into the sile is such s woy
that a Soviet 3py 11allite ¢ovid ael
teil whether the missile hod beea do-
posited In the hele,

As for fUling up the empty Doles
with sdditienal MX mlsiles 1n & po-
riod of tensiun, dackers af the multi
ple aim point system seid produciag
exirs missilet would toke severs!
ytars and the Soviets weuld Karn
about It. Alse, it wat srgued, making
estrs misiles to L1l us the empty
heles would viclsle At Timit on
Jaunchers in the SALT sgreement.

[ mne dnfrmaLinn g e puschean Mot contaat:

%;’“’FMMF"“
72

Pleasavit
Bt &) £7302-(103) #73-0£87

&.M\ .r“,‘ 3 adovva,
F F&W‘V""‘
/628 [sK S&

Poae ldsa A RAPAY.

i I Sl

‘ocycial poper

s

e



S T Ty T e e R e e Sk, L . T T T AR T T
. R - T T e s T RIS R TR T T e

Ks—-55"

~

y 2 y, ,
.,{.’.za-/ue RPN AL

L eiloan, Yammaas & P2E(

\/!}c./én—;,[@lx J: ,"Q)J/

ﬂe’f ,ﬂ!/d/,c ,‘ﬂ/ g)'l W;Llen [ / 2 —n/ v:j'éﬁj

bl e of He A Lfr :5’//‘\1 2 t;‘{)".'c e (/5"7/:-/’7/ .,ﬂ)
¢l . S

lt/’ad"nm:/ 915’*9 ,d d. A0 370

/.xfu)w,u ‘746‘:‘//6 ; ‘
he samabuvedd mavede wae nzan As St
6'&,{ dﬂ-" (?m./.‘./ é “ '.-a%a/&f-v. / /'/wcad»/r:ﬂm LeLde
belsl Mo, Hect Aldfoong et Lotet e, ore Hens,
J/ia/ ane ::47&12./ et it a /leﬁ/f;/.
- Y .

\/o}ewxeél , )

\
(:Idm'n.[' whootles Keaclier)

Public Comments 7VI* - 5=65




R T R S M T T

i i

T
T o gt g

Vi ~ 5-66

In last week's issue of the
‘Atwood Citizen-Patriot a very
interesting and distressing story
appeared which I am sure is of
great interest to Western Kas-
sas citizens.

The story in part follows:
“Rawlins county is coe of ten
l:orthwellt‘em Kanges eminti;:
that may have agricultwral lan
swallowed up in an 8,000 square
mile misaile site now being
planned for Western Nebraska,
Eastern Colorado and Western
Kansas.”

The area, referred to as the
“S;mth Platte Plains” s ; ﬂ\;’e-
volume report proﬁmd y the
Civil Engineering Division of the
Air Force, is one of seven sites
being considered for the location
of the MIX Missile. The others
are in  Southwestern United
States.

“If the South Platte Plains site
is selected, the impact on land
rights, local government, eco-
nomics and electrical energy use
will be “very large” the Air
Force nates, The report in Vol.
IV, p. 57 reads: “Much of the Jand
is in private ownership, and
frequentiy, is crop land or
grazing land. In add:tion, much of
it is inhabited, Deployment in
these sreas would require pur-
chase of the land and exclusion of
farmers and ranchers, many of
whom currently live on the land.
The economit impact would
largely result from Ioss of these
activities,”

The ten Kansas counties affec.
ted by the proposed missile site
are: Cheyenne, Rawlins, Sher-
man, Thomas, Wallzeo, Logan,
Gove, Greeley, Wichita and

tt.

Questions and comments from
citizens in the area concerning
the proposed missile site in this
area must be received by Sep.
tember 4 at: The Deputy Ed.
vironment and Safety, Office of
the Secretary of Alr Force
(SAF-MIQ), Washington, D. C.
20330

Time is short and our immed.
iate reaction to the proposed
Northwestern Kansas Missile
site is an emphatic No. We

personally like Northwest Kan.
. A

Public Comments

a3 just like it is. We are certain
there are vast areas of wasteland
that b the United States that can
used for. missile sites, rather
than teering up valuable crop
and cattle producing lands in
Western Nebrasks, Eastern Co).
orado and Western Kansas,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20330

Oreict OF Te ASSISTANT SECAETARY

September 13, 1978

=

Dear Ms. Brock:

This responds to your recent letter and those of the
schoolchildren to the Deputy for Environment and Safety
regarding potential site selection for deployment of the
United States Air Force proposed Missile X (MX). We appre-
ciate hearing of your concerns and will consider them as we
continue our studies and evaluations.

We are still in the early stages of system development; .
there is no MX missile yet, nor are we ready to select any
: location(s) to site the proposed system. The recently
£ : released Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), MX:
1 Milestone II, was prepared to assist the Department of
& Defense in deciding whether the program is ready to proceed
£ ! into Full Scale Engineering Development. A positive decision
B | could lead to designing an MX missile, building 20 prototypes
and flight testing them at Vandenberg AFB, California.
Additionally, we expect to further define the program by
] selecting one of the following basing modes for development:
4 vertical or horizontal shelter or buried trench.

The MX Milestone II Statement also discusses seven repre-
sentative areas in ten western statesr that are geotechnically
suitable for a project of this magnitude. This was done to
compare potential environmental impacts of the basing modes
being considered. Additionally, the comparative basing mode
analyses identify, for future study, alternative system designs
and deployment configurations that could mitigate impacts and
provide the least disruption of existing land uses. It sho:ld
be noted that while any of the potential basing modes may be
deployed over large areas, they would not necessarily require
exclusive use of an area,

Public Comments VI - 5~67
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If the MX goes into full-scale development, site selection
decisions for the system would be made in about two years and
only after many additional studies including another separate
EIS have been prepared. This next EIS would set out, in much
more detail than the Milestone II Statement, the potential
environmental impacts of each candidate deployment site. Since
the seven areas included in the Milestone II Statement are
represented as case studies, not all of them will necessarily
appvear in the future Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
proposed deployment site selection. Conversely, areas not
i described in the Milestone II Statement may be included at
. that time depending on discoveries and design definitions
made in full-scale engineering development.

. The future site selection EIS will consider the public
response received on the Milegtone II Statement. Additionally
the Air Force will hold public hearings on the future Draft
EIS for deployment site selection. All these comments and a
resultant Final EIS will be considered in deciding on any site(s)

: for deployment. To hold a public hearing on potential siting

: at this time, however, would be premature.

T

We also wish to advise that the Air Force will shortly
present two informational briefings on the MX program and its

‘ status of development. One of these briefings is being
arranged by Mr., Stewart John..n, manager for the Chamber of
Commerce, Ogallala, Nebraska (308)284-4066, to be held in
Ogallala, Nebraska. The other is being arranged by Mr. Paul
Metcalf, City lanager, Yuma, Colorado (303)848-2242, to be
held in Yuma, Colorado. These organizatiocns will announce
the time and place for these briefings.

We trust this satisfactorily responds to the concerns
expressed in your letter and advises on the status of the
: MX program, ’

! Sincerely,

Cants, Stcow

: CARLOS STERN, Ph.D.
{ Deputy for
|

a1 (o
\FW”W”WM" i ‘
i " ol
0
-

Environment & Safety
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August 31, 1978

Deputy of the Environment and Safety
Office of the Secretary of the Air Force
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Sir:

I am writing concerning the proposed M-X Vissile site for
Northeastern Colorado and portions of Nebraska.

The proposal calls for thecomplete removal of several towns
and the destruction of thousands of acres of farm land

for laying in an underground tunnel and/or missile silos.

I will not delve into the absurdity of such a plan, but
contain my remarks to the social and economic aspects of
such an endeavor.

Yuma County. of which I am a resident, spans several thousand
acres, It is the home of thousands of people and a source of
millions of agricultural dollars. Several generations of
families have lived, sweated, and died in this country for
one purpose-to make this land their home and their life.
Through their dedication and determination, this area has
been transformed from the '"Great American Desert" to a
tremendous * food producing . area.

Yume and the surrsunding counties are consistently iop
producers ot wheat, corn, meat, and many other very vital
foodstuffs. The economic contribution made by these agri-
culturists is substancial to not only Colorado but to the
nation as well. The upper layers of the soil yield their
fruitful bounty, but if we go deeper into the earth we

also find oil and gas reserves that are just beginning to
be tapped.

The installation of your-and I empbasize your, for it is not
the pcoples- missile base will uproot thse hard working
people and destroy their only means of existence. You

will be transforming this country from a life producing and
life perpetuating region into a barren wasteland with the
capacity for life destroying.

I ask that you consider the tremendous impact that you
will have on the lives of these people and on those who
depen: on the food produced from this area. Is a missile
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site that destroys peoples lives (even before the "button"
is pushed) justified, just so that Generals can play the
"pea under the shell™ game with foreign nations? I know it
is not justified nor is it feasible. Please reconsider your

pian to implemént such a potentially disastrous military
site. .

I also have two questions that have arisen through my discussions
with the residents of the areas affected by the proposal:

1) Why weren't the initial plans and proposals for location

of the missile site distributed to the people that would be
directly affected by the proposal (viz, Yuma, Colorado; Wray,
Colorado; ect.), and 2) Why was a deadline for responding

pPro or con to the proposal arbitrarily set for September

5, 1978, when the residents of the area were never formally
informed of such a plan?

I will await your response on this matter and, ance gfain,
Iirequest that you reconsider your plan for the M-X missle
site.

Sincerely,

Tim Buchanan

Wages Route
Yuma, Colorado 80759

cc: The Honorable Floyd K. Haskell, U.S. Senate

The Honorable Gary Hart, U.S. Senate
The Honorable James Johnson, U.S. House of Representatives
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20230

OricE OF Tt ASSISTANT SEICAITARY

September 13, 1978

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

This responds to your recent letter to the Deputy for
Environment and Safety regarding potential site selection for
deployment of the United States Air Force proposed Missile X
(MX). We appreciate hearing of your concerns and will consider
them as we continue our studies and evaluations.

We are still in the early stages of system development;
there is no MX missile yet, nor are we ready to select any
location(s) to site the proposed system. Th> recently
released Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), MX:
Milestone 1I, was prepared to assist the Department of
Defense in deciding whether the program is ready to proceed
into Full Scale Engineering Development. A positive decision
could lead to designing an MX missile, building 20 prototypes
and flight testing them at Vandenberg AFB8, California.
Additionally, we expect to further define the program by
selecting one of the following basing modes for development:
vertical oxr horizontal shelter or buried trench.

The MX Milestone II Statement also discusses seven repre-
sentative areas in ten western states that are geotechnically
suitable for a project of this magnitude. This was done to
compare potential environmental impacts of the basing modes
being considered. Additionally, the comparative basing mode
analyses identify, for future study, alternative system designs
and deployment configurations that could mitigate impacts and
provide the least disruption of existirig land uses. It should
be noted that while any of the potential basing modes may be
deployed over large areas, they would not necessarily require

exclusive use of an area.
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) ;f the MX goes into full-scale development, site selection :
decisions for the system would be made in about two years and D
only after many adéitional studies including another separacze 3
EIS have been prepared. This next EIS would set out, in much
3 more detail than the Milestone Il Statement, the potential ]
environmental impacts of each candidate deployment site. ESince
the seven areas included in the Milestore II Statement are
i represeqted as case studies, not all of them will necessarily
aopear in the future Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
proposed deployment site selection. Conversely, areas not
édescribed in the Milestone II Statement may be included at
that time depending on discoveries and design definitiouns
made in full-scale engineering development.

i

The future site selection EIS will consider the public
response received on the Milestone 1I Statement., Additionally
the Air Force will hold public hearings on the future Dratt
EIS for deployment site selection. All these comments and a
resultant Final EIS will be considered in deciding on any site.

| In response to your two guestions:

1) The MX: Milestone II Draft Statement is an
initial analysis of a missile and its basing mode. It was
not for the purpose of analyzing deployment sites for selection.
Therefore, development decisions at Milestone II will not
! directly affect the South Platte Plains area. Site selection ]
will be the subject of a future draft environmental impact 3
statement planned for release during next summer. Distributions
of Environmental Impact Statements are made directly to the
local public through their state and local government agencies,
planning commissions, and libraries along with news media i
announcements on their availability. Subsequent distributions
are made to individual requestors, |

2) The public comment period for draft statements %
is not arbitrarily set. It is determined by federal guidelines ;
as being 45 days from the date the draft statement is released
to the public and announced in the Federal Register. These
dates for the MX Milestone II Draft Statement were the week of
July 16, 1978 and July 24, 1978, respectively. Hence, the
45-day comment period was set to close on September 5, 1978.
Howeaver, in response to numerous reguests, we extended the
comment period until September 22, 1978.

K
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The Air Force will shortly present three informational
briefings on the MX program and its status of development.
One of these briefings is being arranged by Mr. Stewazt Johnson, 3
manager for the Chamber of Commerce, Ogallala, Nebraska (308) 4
284-4066, to be held in Ogallala, Nebraska. A second briefing
is being arranged by Mr. Paul Metcalf, City Manager, Yuma,
Colorado (303)848-2242, to be held in Yuma, Colorado. The
third briefing will be held in Goodland, Kansas and is being
! arranged by Mr. Jack Huback, City Manager of Goodland, Kansas ]
(913)899-2372. These organizations will announce the time
and place for these briefings.

We trust this satisfactorily responds'to the concerns
| expressed in your letter and advises on the status of the
MX program.

Sincerely,

| &»&)&I’w Z

CARLOS STERN, Ph.D.
‘ ' Deputy for
Environment & Safety

T
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Marilyn

Fowler 1: Congress |

2118 Avenue "A” Kearney, Nebraska 68847  Telephone (308) 2345521

-
o>
August 29, 1978

Dr. Carlos Stern

The Deputy of Environment and Safety

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/MIQ)
Washington D.C. 20330

Dear Dr. Stern,

As the Democratic Candidate for Congress in Nebraska's Third
Congressional District, I am writing you to express my concern
about the proposed South Platte Plains MX Missile sites in
western Nebraska. .

I have recently returned from a campaign swing through approximately
fifteen counties in the area being suggested as a possible missile
site. I have found that landowners, farmers, ranchers, in the area
are quite concerned abouth the issues of land rights, economics,
electrical energy use, and water issues.

These individuals are quite upset, about the lack of information
concerning the proposed missile sites that have been forth coming
from the Department of the Air Force. We would like to know why
only two Environmental Impact Statements were sent into an area
that is approximately 5,000 square miles. Certainly the county and
city officials in those affected areas should have received the
statement.

Last Thursday, August 24, 1978, I attended a public meeting held in
Benkelman, Nebraska concerning the MX Nuclear Missile Program.
-Some 50-60 concerned citizeng from four or five counties gathered
together to ask questions about the proposed program and to express
their fears about the developmen’ of the missile.

I most definitely feel that it is incumbent upon the Air Force to
extend for at least thirty days the date by which comments can be
received by the Air Force. I also feel that the Air Force should hold
puglickhearings in at least two or three communities in western
Nebraska,

Since

[k

r
yn Fowler

Pald for dy The Marityn Fowler For Congress Committes, Greg Peterman, Treasurer
A copy of out report le liled with the Federel Election nd is itable for ) frem the Federst Election Commission, Washington, D C, 20483,

i © w2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, O.C. 20330

OFKICE OF THg ASSISTANT SICAETARY

September 13, 1978

Dear Ms. Fowler:

This responds to your recent letter to the Deputy for
Environment and Safety regarding potential site selection for
deployment of the United States Air Force proposed Missile X
(MX). We appreciate hearing of your concerns and will consider
them as we continue our studies and evaluations.

We are still in the early stages of system development;
there is no MX missile yet, nor are we ready to select any
location(s) to site the proposed system. The recently
released Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), MX:
Milestone II, was prepared to assist the Department of
Defense in deciding whether the program is ready to proceed
into Full Scale Engineering Development. A positive decision
could lead to designing an MX missile, building 20 prototypes
and flight testing them at Vandenberg AFB, California.
Additionally, we expect to further define the program by
selecting one of the following basing modes for development:
vertical or horizontal shelter or buried trench.

The MX Milestone II Statement also discusses seven repre-
sentative areas in ten western states thaf are geotechnically
suitable for a project of this magnitude. This was done to
compare potential environmental impacts of the basing modes
being considered. Additionally, the comparative basing mode
analyses identify, for future study, alternative system designs
and deployment configurations that could mitigate impacts and
provide the least disruption of existing land uses. It should
be noted that while any of the poten:tial basing modes may be
deployed over large areas, they would not necessarily require
exclusive use of an area.
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If the MX goes into full-scale development, site selection
decisions for the system would be made in about two years and
only after many additional studies including another separate
EIS have been prepared. This next EIS would set out, in much
more detail than the Milestone II Statement, the potential
environmental impacts of each candidate deployment site. Since
the seven areas included in the Milestone II Statement are
represented as case studies, not all of them will necessarily
appear in the future Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
proposed deployment site selection. Conversely, areas not
described in the Milestone II Statement may be included at
that time depending on discoveries and design definitions
made in full-scale engineering development,

The future site selection EIS will consider the public
response received on the Milestone I1I Statement. Additionally
the Air Force will hold public hearings on the futurz Draft
EIS for deployment site selection. All these comments and a
resultant Final EIS will be considered in deciding on any site(s)
for deployment. To hold a public hearing on potential siting
at this time, however, would be premature.

The Air Force will shortly present two informational
briefings on the MX program and its status of development.
One of these briefings is being arranged by Mr. Stewart Johnson,
manager for the Chamber of Commerce, Ogallala, Nebraska (308)
284-4066, to be held in Ogallala, Nebraska. The other is
being arranged by Mr. Paul Metcalf, City Manager, Yuma, Colorado
(303)848-2242, to be held in Yuma, Colorado. These organizations
will announce the time and place for these briefings.

2pproximately 60 copies of the MX: Milestone II Draft
Statement have been distributed to local governments, planning ;
commissions, libraries, and individuals in Nebraska. 1In
response to numerous requests, the comment period for them
has been extended until September 22, 1978.

We trust this satisfactorily responds to the concerns
expressed in your letter and advises on the status of the
MX program.

Sincerely,

Cants, Mo

CARLOS STERN, Ph.D.
Deputy for
Environment & Safety
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5-1

5-2

5-3

il

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

The current and proposed strategic arms limitation agreements
with the Coviet Union limit thz total number of strategic
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, i.e., ICBMs, bombers, etc.,
which each country can have. If the Air Force deploys MX and
if the SALT provisions in effect then require it, the United
States would decommission older, ICBMs to comply with SALT.

The MX deployment area EIS will address these issues if the
South Platte Plains arga remains a potential area for deployment.

Volume IV presents an option for using the existing Minuteman III
missile in a MAP basing mode in the northern United States. The
MAP basing is required to maintain acceptable survivability of
our land-based ICBM force. The option represents a less costly
approach than that outlined in this letter, since it avoids the
research and development costs which would be associated with
upgrading the Minuteman III. It should be noted, however, that
the cost of the MAP basing facilities for MM III would be larger
than those for MX because a higher number of aimpoints are re-
quired to achieve the same level of survivability. Volume IV
also outlines the environmental impacts associated with MAP basing
of the Minuteman III in the northern United States. The analysis
shows that the environmental impacts of this option are generally
comparable to those associated with the MX-MAP gystem.

Since the early 1960s and more specifically, in the jnitial
conceptual studies of the MX system, a wide variety of "water
protected" options were studied by the Air Force. From these
conceptual studies the slope-sided and vertical-walled pools
were carried forward into the concept validation phase., Such
concepts as "remote lake" and "off-shore" basing were shown to
be either vulnerable to barrage attacks, technically less fea-
sible, or not as cost-effective as the options carried into
concept validation. The slope~sided pool option is analyzed
in this FEIS as one of the four candidate basing modes.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

peoid

5~5 The MX missile utilizes solid propellant in the booster stages
and a small amowit of liquid type propellant in the post boost i
vehicle. Redundant protective equipment and procedures are
being incorporated to prevent danger of an incident.

OOV

5-6 The accident. referred to involves a liguid-fueled Titan missile
during a fuel transfer. This accident is being thoroughly in-
vestigated by a board of experts, whose specific findings are
not yet available. Minuteman missiles and the proposed MX use
solid propellants in their main stages, and do not present simi-
lar hazards. B

Relatively small quantities of liquid propellants are carried
in hermetically sealed containers in the fourth stages of i
inuteman, and would be similarly carried in MX. However, ;
liquid fuel transfers do not occur at the missile sites, but i
only under controlled conditions at the factory.

T

No similar accidents have occurred with Minuteman, 1000 of ' i
which are currently deployed, nor have their propellants, solid
or liquid, resulted in contamination of crops. The possibility
of crop contamination by MX propellants is therefore extremely
remote.

T ey

T "7
w
[]
~

The total cost of the MX system is estimated at 20 to 30 billion ' !
dollars. This includes development, deployment and operation i :
and maintenance for 10 years. The cost to operate and main-

tain the system for 10 years is about 15 percent of the total, -
or 3 to 4 billion dollars. Land-based ICBMs are by far the

least expensive of this nation's strategic forces to operate

and maintain.

e ] i i U U i
RO

5-8 The Department of Defense's mission is to establish and main-
tain peace. The U.S. government has numerous programs which
further the cause of world peace. The Air Force consider that
its mission is to assist in the national peace keeping effort.
The exact cost of all the governments' programs to promote
world peace cannot be accurately defined.
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5-9

5-10

5-11

5-12

5-13

5-14

5-15

5-16

5-17

~r = - i

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

The exact location of siting areas of the MX system is not
known at this time. Site selection will occur in approximately
1980 and will be accompanied by a separate EIS.

Refers to Common Concerns response #1.
Refers to Common Concerns response #2.

The multiple aimpoint basing system is a response to the pro-
jected Soviet threat. It is intended to make it unprofitable
for the USSR to attack our ICBMs, therefore it reduces, not
increases, the possibility of a Soviet attack.

MX is not intended to be a first strike weapon. Furthermore,
we do not plan to deploy MX in large enough numbexs so that
it could be perceived a first strike disarming threat.

During the history of development, test and deployment

of the ICBM forces, there has not been a radioactive spill.
The Air Force has instituted redundant procedures and pre-
cautions to prevent incidents.

The Final EIS responds to these comments to the extent re-
quired for the purpose of comparing alternate basing modes.
More definitive impacts on specific towns, and precise cost
kenefit analyses will be given in subsequent studies related
to selecting a site or sites for final deployment.

Please refer to the Final EIS, Volume I.

Public briefings were conducted in Colorado, Nebraska, and
Kansas on 19-21 September 78 in response to large~scale public
interest in those areas. Additional public briefings are
under consideration.
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5-18

5-19

5-20
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5-21
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

The value of lost agricultural output, including wheat pro-
duction, was one of thekey variables within "Economic Issues"
area of concerr in this EIS. This value was related to both
overall regional output and to national output to determine
the relative impact potential. Within the Economic Issues
most of the sample site areas scored large relative impact
potentials.

Studies now underway will consider pctential auricultural
losses in developing the information required for the deploy-
ment area selection EIS, wherein the siting decision is
involved. In contrast, the present study was aimed at basing
mode selection, using sample siting areas to illustrate the
impacts of alternative modes.

Existing plans call for a site selection decision in about
two years. A final environmental statement will be prepared,
and public hearings held, in areas under consideration prior
to this decision.

The U.S. policy of strategic deterrence is embodied in the
Triad. It is within this context that the Air Force proposes
to develop the MX weapon system. MX will increase the ef-
fectiveness of the land based ICBMs and thereby, strengthen
the U.S. ability to deter nuclear war.

The map which you saw shows one of many areas in the western
United States where the M¥ system could be built. The sizc

of the system has not been decided. If MX were built in your
area, it could require mcre or less land thanwas shown. A
site may be chosen in about two years, and the chosen site
will have to be approved by Congress. Before a choice is
made, another EIS will be published and sent to people in the
states still) under consideration. The extent to which farmers
and other people would have to move will be better known in
the future.
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5-22

5-23

5-24

5-25

5-26

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FRUM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

Any answer to this question would be purely speculative
because the United States has no real knowledge of Soviet
targeting policy strategy. In respect to the possibility
of targeting any MX deployment area, the Air Force holds
that the uncertainty caused by the multiple aiming point
concept would make missile silos an unprofitable target.

The purpose of MX is not to build more weapons; it is intended
to insure the survival of an adequate retaliatory force thus
providing a credible deterrent to a potential enemy attack.

The South Platte Plains is only one of seven areas chosen to
study the relative impacts of MX basing modes. The other
six BMCAs involve several other states. These BMCAs have,
neither greater or lesser probability of being selected, than
any of the other "geotechnically suitable" areas within the
contiguous United States.

' No state has officially =xpressed interest in having MX located

within its boundaries. However, private citizens have done so.

The Final EIS has been revised. It corrects inaccuracies,
provides updated information, and incorporates public comments.
The law requires that the Final EIS be a part of -‘the decision-
making process.

We are still in the early stages of system development; there
is no MX missile yet, nor are we ready to select any loca-
tion(s) to site the proposed system., The Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), MX: Milestone II, was prepared to assist the
Department of Defense in deciding whether the program is ready
to proceed into Full-Scale Engineering Development. A positive
decision could lead to designing an MX missile, building 20
prototypessand flight testing them at Vandenberg AFB, California.
Additionally, we expect to further define the program by sel-
ecting one of the following basing modes for development:
vertical or horizontal shelter or buried trench.

(cont.)
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5-26

5=27

Vi - 5-82

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

The MX Milestone II Statement also discusses seven repre-
sentative areas in ten western states that are geotechnically
suitable for a project of this magnitude. This was done to
compare potential environmental impacts of the basing modes
being considered. Additionally, the comparative basing mode
analyses identify, for future study, alternative system de-
signs and deployment configurations that could mitigate im-
pacts and provide the least disruption of existing land uses.
It should be noted that while any of the potential basing
modes may be deployed over large areas, they would not neces-
sarily require exclusive use of an area.

If the MX goes into full-scale development, site selection de-
cisions for the system would be made in about two years and
only after many additional studies including another separate
EIS have been prepared. This next EIS would set out, in much
more detail than thc Milestone II Statement, the potential
environmental impacts of each candidate deployment site.
Since the seven areas included in the Milestone II Statement
are represented as case studies, not all of them will neces-
sarily appear in the future Draft Environmental Impact State-
ment for proposed deployment site selection. Conversely,
areas not described in the Milestone II Statement may be in-
cluded at that time depending on discoveries and design defi-
nitions made in Full-Scale Engineering Development.

The future deployment area selection EIS will consider the
public response received on the Milestone II Statement. Ad-
ditionally the Air Force will hold public hearings on the
future Draft EIS for deployment site selection.

The MX system design will not increase the radioactivity of
the deployment sites. Therefore, the deployment area will be
useable both during (under point security options) and im-
mediately after system operation. Please see 5-57 for ad-
ditional information.

Under the area security option, the Air Force would acquire all
the land within the deployment area. This is estimated to be
in the range of roughly 4,000 - 6,000 square miles (with nominal

(cont.)

Public Comments

SRS S RS

i

et i oot e . e

i

. mwe .

R

o Wit it

s i bt et

s L e o bt L

o




T T TR CERSETTETTTETITTTT T T T TS T a7 e mtoEe o S m e i e amc v nmmmre e = o s e e o
~ e =3 = = — - e - v—

nm

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

i
it

i 5-28 spacing). Under the point security option, the Air Force
would acquire only that area required for siting the actual
aimpoints and roads. This is estimated to be approximately
110 - 290 square miles. The Air Force would additionally,
] obtain easements on certain uses (e.g., construction of hobi- =

table structures) on approximately an additional 4,060 - 5,000
square mile area under the point security option. Agriculture 3
3 could continue within the 4,000 - 5,000 square miiz easement .
3 zones but would not be able to occur in the land occupied by
] aimpoints and roads. The next EIS which will suppcrt a de-
f cision concerning deployment area will address the specific
impacts on towns in the chosen deployment area.

: The deployment site selection is planned to occur in 1980. As
: previously mentioned, a separate EIS will be prepared to support i
- this decision. Land which will be used for MX facilities will i
r have to be vacated prior to the project deployment. ;

5-29 Your concerns about condemnation of land and disruption of ;
livelihoods as well as the relocation of people are indeed
serious ones. If it were to become necessary to consider re- ;

: location of farmers, those plans, impacts, and mitigations

. would be outlined in the deployment area selection and the

production/deployment Environmental Impact Statements (EIS).

The latter two documents are planned to be filed in about 1980

and 1983, respectively. Those future EISs will be available

for public review. Additionally, public hearing will be held

to afford people ample opportunities to participate in the en-
vironmental analysis process and to have their personal views

brought to the attention of decisionmakers before action is

SR

PITRRH PTG " 1IN B R e
i .

taken. é
5~30 The Air Force does everything possible to provide for national 3
defense at the least cost. 1In fact, our present missile force, i

: which was first installed in the early 1960s, has been under
continuous modification and upgrade to take maximum advantage
i of earlier investments. However, we have reached the point
where additional upgrade to existing systems is not economical
and would not assure their continued effectiveness against the
Soviet thireat. We must, therefore, propose new investment at :
this time tou protect the nation. i
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS
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NO. RESPONSE 4
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5-31 Siting in areas of low population density is being considered
in order to minimize safety and security considerations.

3 ! 5~32 Whether or not older missiles would have to be replaced will
have to be evaluated hefore a decision is made to deploy a new
missile.

T

5-33 If it is decided that MX is to proceed into Full-Scale Engineer-
ing Development, and the decision includes a determination re- E
garding the vertical shelter basing mode, the Air Force will {
implement this program.

The Air Force has made no decision favoring a particular basing 3
mode, but the vertical shelter with point security is a pos- -
sible choice which would minimize the amount of land required
for the project. Studies continue and a decision could be made
in late 1978 or early 1979.

e Wb Ao

0 2L et e

5~34 The actual selection of aimpoint locations will be the result
of several important coansiderations. One of these considera~-
“tions will be to avoid, to the maximum extent possible, areas
of cultural or historic value. Therefore, consideration will
be given to avoiding areas such as cemeteries in the siting
of aimpoints.
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5-35 Under all basing modes only a small percentage of the total
land area will be disturbed.
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536 Any answer to this question would be purely speculative because i
the United States has no real knowledge of Soviet targeting %
policy strategy. In respect to the possibility of targeting
any MX deployment area, the Air Force holds that the uncertainty 3=
caused by the multiple aimpoint concept would make missile silos
an unprofitable target. -

Atlad | b

ke 5-37 Missile de51gns will stress rellablllty*and safety to preclude
: accidents.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

COMMENT

NO. RESPONSE

5-38 The advantages and disadvantages of government versus pri-
vately owned land acquisition are being examined.

5-39 A final Environmental Impact Statement which addresses all of
your concerns will be forwarded for your review,

5~40 Please see response to 5-26.

5~41 The concept of keeping nuclear warheads in constant motion
through tunnels and over roadways, indefinitely, is not planned
in any of the alternative modes being considered for MX multi-
ple aimpoint basing. Movements that will be required for
initial installation of missiles in the protective structures,
and subsequent relocations, from time to time,will be governed
by stringent safety' procedures developed to reduce the prob-
ability of any accidents. Facilities, equipment, and missile
components will incorporate nuclear safety features to reduce
the danger of "nuclear spill" if an accident did occur. Speci-
fic safety interlocks, which must be closed before a warhead

is armed, would be employed., No specific numerical probability
can be given,

5-42 A public hearing on the MX Milestone I1I EIS was held in Lompoc,
California, on August 30, 1978. A copy of the transcript is
included in this volume. Additionally, please refer to re-
sponse 5-26.

5-43 The MX multiple aimpoint system does not require constant mis-
sle movement as a result of a concerted effort to minimize
energy requirements. This will continue to be a major con-
sideration as the design evolves.

5~44 The concepts being considered involve placing a missile in cae
of many concrete shelters so that an enemy would not kiow which
shelter contains a missile. The missile would be moved to
another shelter only, as necessary, to prevent its location from
(cont.) -
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

5-44 being discovered. The shelters will be sufficiently hard so
that they must be individually attacked to be destroyed. The
trench concept; if the selected basing mode, will be designed
so that the section containing a missile will not collapse

i unless it is directly attacked. The design of the various

E aimpoint structures is such that an enemy would have to attack

3 } each aimpoint in order to have a reasonable chance of destroy-

ing the aimpoints.

5-45 The exact location of siting arecas of the MX system is not
known at this time. Site selection could occur in approximately
1580, and will be preceded by a separate EIS.

T = e A e

5-46 The purpose of MX is not to build more weapons; it is intended
to insure the survival of an adequate retaliatory force thus
providing a credible deterrent to potential enemy attack.
Manufacturing techniques will insure that production byproducts
will not contaminate the environment.

£
H

5-47 Agricultural production is a key variable within the "Economic
Issues" area of concern. The enhanced yields from irrigated
agriculture, the livestock produced, and other agriculture out-~
put were reflected in the computations. Large impacts are in-
dicated for Economic Issues in the South Platte area if area
security is chosen. The study was done to assist in the i
selection of a basing mode. Selecting a site is a later issue
and siting studies now undexway will continue to consider ag-
ricultural production impacts as a key issue.

e P g e e e A e O

5-48 The importance of agriculture in the South Platte enters into
the assessment under Economic Issues. For the South Platte
Plains area, very large impact potentials were indicated. Ag-
riculture is a basic industry, with its importance carried for-
ward into virtually all other sectors of the economy.

5-49 Volume IV, Section 1.2.3.7.1l1 states that housing occupancy is
generally lower than the state averages. In 1970, the occupancy
(cont.)
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5-53

5-54
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

rates in the South Platte BMCA counties were generally lower
than those of the states of Colorado, Nebraska, and Kansas.
Since 1970, the last date for which comprehensive housing
statistics are available, occupancy rates have increased.

More up-to-date information will be used in future site selec-
tion studies.

The results of analyses for basing mode evaluation are pre-
sented in Volume IV, Section 3 of the FEIS. For additional
information, refer to Section 3.2.

The South Platte counties are within groundwater control dis-
tricts of Eastern Colorado. As a result of pumping regulations,
the water table has not dropped rapidly in recent years. Proper
management includes such efforts as incrzasing irrigation ef-
ficiency so that less water is lost through evaporation. It

is not likely that the existing irrigation wells would be shut
off. If the South Platte area proves to be a viable alterna-
tive, more detailed studies will be conducted on the full ef-
fects of the project on existing water users.

During the history of development, test and deployment of the
ICBM forces, there has not been a radiocactive spill. The Air
Force has instituted redundant procedures and precautions to
prevent incidents.

0il and gas resource data are somewhat generalized. The level
of detail is sufficient for the purposes of this EIS. Should
the South Platte Plain area be selected for further study, a
more detailed examination will be made and evaluated in the
deployment area selection EIS.

The present criteria calls for the exclusion of major rail lines
and highways.
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5-55

5-56

5-57

5~58

VI - 5-88

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

Climatic conditions have been and will continue to be considered
in MX planning.

The $15 to $20 billion cited in the study are in fiscal year

(FY) 1976 dollars. The $40 billion cost is expressed in inflated
dollars. Please refer to general comment #2 for additional
information.

If MX were deployed in the region of the South Platte Plains
BMCA, agriculture or farming interests might or might not be
displaced, depending upon whether area or point security was
selected. For the purposes of your hypothetical question,
however, the following procedures would apply if the Air Force
determined that the land was no longer required. Under exist-
ing law, when the Air Force decides that it does not need cer-
tain land which it owns, it declares the property "surplus".
This occurs, for example, whenever an Air Force base closes.
Surplus government lands are first made available to other
Federal agencies, then to state and local governments. If

no public body wants to use them they are made available for
disposal. The General Services Administration (GSA) dis-
poses of surplus government land by competitive sale. The
land is not returned to prior owners, nor do they have any
priority to purchase it. The land would be sold to the high-
est bidder.

The Air Force is not selecting a deployment site for the pro-
posed missile, but rather is choosing a basing mode or concept
to test in the next few years. When the Air Force does select
an operational location for the missile, it will again prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement to answer questions like
thost you raise in your letter. The Smokey Hill Gunnery Range,
near Galina, lies in a geotechnically unsuitable region.

The purpose of a Draft EIS is to encourage comments from the
public about a proposed action. The MX Draft EIS contained
the Air Forces' evaluation of the points of view expected

- (cont.) ’
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM INDIVIDUALS

RESPONSE

from public and private groups. As a result of the wide cir-
culation of the Draft EIS to state and areawide clearing-
houses, state governors, members of the congressional delega-
tions of 22 states and more than 500 citizens and other organi-
zations, points of view other than those postulated were sub-
mitted to the Air Force from those who received the Draft EIS.
These comments have been incorporated into this Final EIS and
will, consequently, be considered by the decisionmakers.

The current and proposed strategic arms limitation agreements
with the Soviet Union limit the total number of strategic nuclear
weapon delivery vehicles, i.e., JICBMs, bombers, etc., which a
country can have. If the Air Force deploys MX and if the

SALT provisions in effect then require it, the United States
would decommission older ICBMS to comply with SALT.

Future studies will document how requirements for electrical
energy will be met. This was not practical for this report
since the BMCAs are hypothetical deployment areas rather

than actual deployment areas. However, our preliminary
analysis indicates that six of the seven BMCAs have projected
surpluses in 1986. Based on this analysis we project that
ample power may be available to the project on a regional basis.
(See Volume IV, pages 184-185).

Th: program to develop a survivable ICBM system included exami-
nation of a broad range of options, inclading both unprotected and
protected options. It is, by no means, a foregone conclusion that
vertical shelters would necessarily be "more protective and

less expensive than other options.” We are continuing to study
the candidate basing modes.

The Air Force is aware of and sensitive to these concerns.
They have been addressed in the HAVE HOST environmental
assessment, in the MX: Buricd Trench Construction and

Test Project FEIS, and in this FEIS, and will be considered
in all future MX-related studies that can potentially impact
desert environments. ’
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COMMENT
NO. RESPONSE

; 5-63 Expanding the number of Minuteman Missiles in or around estab- ]
! lished bases does little to redress expected vulnerabilities
as Soviet warhead numbers and accuracies increase. The relative
i cost effectiveness of several alternatives, including modifying
Minuteman III ICBMs for use in Multiple Aimpoint Basing modes,
has been examined in detail. Estimated costs for Minuteman
f are significantly greater than those for MX if the number of E
surviving warheads is to be equivalent to that of the cunrrent ;
ICBM force. Minuteman only becomes cost competitive at a
much lower number of surviving warheads.

g
S

The MX system ig designed to account for both the existing and
the projected Soviet threat. As such, it will have a higher 1
i survivability than the existing Minuteman system. :

The Deploymen% Area Environmental Impact Statements and public
hearings on site selection and proposed deployment will assess
I the attitudes of communities in the proximity of potential

MX bases.

R ISR R E AT L TR Ul

- 5-64 Regardless; of the basing mode selected, an airborne launch :
: capability is envisioned to be the most cost effective command i
; and control system. The proposed MX system will be designed
: to be compatible with the Minuteman Air Lauch Control System
(ALCS) as well as have the capability to be operationally i
launched by its own dedicated Air Launch Control Centers :
3 3 (ALCC}. These ALCCs would cover whatever area of deployment

that may be eventually chosen. This does not pose difficult
operational problems.

E - - 5-65 Depleyment of new Soviel missiles is projected to seriously

- threaten Minuteman survivability and retaliatory capability. :
Therefore, serious consideration is being given to the develop- E
ment of the MX missile in a more survivable MAP basing mode.
MX is planned to have significantly more re~entry vehicles -
than Minuteman. Therefore, fewer MX missiles would be required
to provide a given level of capability.
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3
.5-66 Development of a MAP ICBM is required to maintain the viability
of the Triad concept with its balance of complementary forces.
The suggested approach would result in a continued degradation :
of the retaliatory capability of our ICBM force, eventually 1
negating its role in the strategic Triad. i
3
4 5-67 This study was undertaken to help decisionmakers evaluate

alternate basing modes. Before a site selection decision
is made, another Environmental Impact Statement will be
prepared and circulated for public comment. Only after a
general site selection decision has been made will the Air
Force gather specific legal descriptions of the public and ;
private lands involved.
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COMMON CONCERNS

In addition to the letters provided herein, the Air Force received
approximately 600 letters which asked similar questions or made similar
comments. These comments are summarized below followed by the Air Force
responses. The names of the people who signed these lettexs are then
listed. These letters are being retained on file.

3 1. Opposition to siting in South Platte Plains area expressed as

a general comment or with specific reference to impact on
private land ownership, impact on homesteads, impact on the
very productive agricultural lands, impact on food production.
Suggestion that areas other than the South Platte Plains

be selected for siting. Specific reference was commonly

made to other areas with lower population density and less
agriculturally productive areas. Concern expressed on impact
of program on the natural resources of the area. Specific re-
sources mentioned include water, oil reserves, air quality, and
3 wildlife. OQuestions raised on where would relocated people be
moved, what will happen to the farmers, their homes and personal
investments? What happens to local businesses that support
farm needs? Associated questions raised issue of reduced

use or disruption of community infrastructure such as schools
and chuxches.

™

2. Opposition to the MX program and nuclear weapons in general. Cost
of the program was frequently mentioned as the reason for
opposition.

TR ETTeT 1

3. Concern expressed on becomning a target area in the event of a war.

RESPONSES TC COMMON CONCERNS

1. Many potential candidate MX sites have been identified, but further
screening must be done to reduce those to "real candidates." 'rfhe conterminous
United States has been screened to determine those areas where it would be
suitable to deploy MX. These areas are now being examined to assess the
potential impacts of siting on people, towns, agriculture, water, wildlife,
and related environmental concerns. A deployment area selection EIS will
be prepared within the next two years.

This EIS supports the Milestone II decision, and it includes the
selection of one or more basing modes. The potential environmental
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impacts of the candidate basing mode were evaluated. Candidate sites
have not yet been selected. The Air Force did, however, define as
Basing Mode Comparison Areas some sections of the U.S. which are geo-
technically suitable for MAP basing. (See Volume IV.)

The areas identified as BMCAs have neither greater nor lesser pro-
bability of being selected than any of the other "geotechnically suitable"
areas identified during the preliminary screening. The BMCA analysis is
designed to help decisionmakers understand the environmental implications
of each basing mode. Minimizing environmental impacts is one of the goals
of the decisionmakers. Other goals are to provide a reliable system and
to minimize costs.

As part of the basing mode comparative analysis,mitigative measures
were identified. These measures will be studied in greater depth as part
of the siting and deployment effort and others will be developed and
evaluated. If the MX goes into full-scale engineering development, site
selection decisions for the system could be made in about two years, but
only after many additional studies, including another separate Deployment
Area Selection EIS,have been preprared. This EIS would set out, in much
more detail than does the Milestone II EIS, the potential environmental
impacts of each candidate site. Since the seven areas included in the
Milestone II EIS are represented as case studies, not all of them will
necessarily appear in the future Draft Deployment Area Selection EIS,
nor will the boundaries of those that are considered bc the samz as shown
in the EIS. Conversely, areas not described in the Milestone II EIS nay
be included depending on the results of full-scale engineering development
activities.

The Air Force has studied and will continue to study agricultural pro-

duction and population density in the South Platte Plains area. With respect

to farmlands, the Air Force adheres to the following White House guidance:

"Efforts should be made to assure that such farmlands are
not irreversibly converted to other uses unless other
national interests override the importance of preserva-
tion or otherwise outweigh the environmental benefits
derived from their protection. These benefits stem from
the capacity of such farmland to produce relatively more
food with less erosion and with lower demands for ferti-
lizer, energy, and other resources. In addition, the pre-
servation of farmland in general provides the benefits of
open space, protection of scenery, wildlife habitat and, in
some cases, recreation opportunities and controls on urban
sprawl."

of course, similar attention, in this context,will also be given to other areas

of the United States if a decision is made to deploy the MX missile system.

Public Comments VI - 5-93

b NS s . i s i




R . s b T

rv:,_avpmxmwv-q,«—«‘"""*‘ =

4 4
3 B el VPSR [N R

| U

|

3
2

The deployment area selection EIS will consider the comments
received in response to the Milestone 1I Statement. Additionally, the
Air Force will hold public hearings on the deployment area selection EIS.
Siting comments and a resultant Final EIS will be considered in deciding
on any site(s) for deployment.

2. The Air Force has carefully considered the projected threat to
the survivability of our land based ICBMs and the potential impacts
that vulnerability could have on the military balance, world stability
and our national security. It has been concluded there is a valid
requirement to preserve the unique and essential contributions that ICBMs
make to the Triad concept, preservation of peace and deterrence
of global conflict. O©f all the alternatives which have been examined,
deployment of MX in a multiple aimpoint basing mode was judged to be ‘
the best alternative to fullfill national policy and defense objectives.
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Making national defense decisions of the magnitude of MX is not
done in isolation by the Air Force. It is a very complex process involving
many other participants such as the Department of Defense, the Congress,
the President and the American people. Many technical, political, economic,
and environmental factors must be considered; therefore, it is quite
natural that many divergent views are voiced on what our defense needs are
and the best way to satisfy those needs. The total picture including the
Air Force proposed action, alternatives and opposing views, will be con-
sidered by our elected representatives and leaders before a decision is

made on whether or not MX should proceed into the next stage of develop-
ment. -

‘Some have expressed their opposition to the MX program because of
its high cost. 1In absolute terms any multi-billion dollar program such
as MX has to be regarded as expensive. Despite concentrated efforts
over the past few years, there are no cheap solutions which adequately ~
satisfy the requirement for a survivable land hased ICBM force. The current :
MM silos have been modified to their practival limit, and a new system
is needed to supplement or replace aging ICBMs originally deployed in the
1960s. The modernized force is required to respond to the increased threat
3 projected for the near future. e
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Estimated budgets for MX are discussed in Volume I, page I-55, para-
graph 2.3.4. These costs are not limited to just one or two years, but
occur over the life of the system. The proposed solution is as low, or
lower in cost than other alternatives considered.

i

MX is a more capable system that is more survivable than Minuteman
against a given threat level, yet the MX life cycle cost is projected to be
less (in terms of equal buying power) than that of Minuteman which has been
widely acknowledged as being one of the most cost-effective weapon systems B 5
ever developed. i
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3. U.S. policy is not to start wars, but to prevent them. MX and
the multiple aimpoint concept makes it clearly unprofitable for any
potential adversary to attack the United States. Prevention of a nuclear
war requires certain knowledge by a potential enemy that he will be
subject to devestating retaliation, even if he strikes first, and the U.S.
absorbs his attack. The ICBM force is presently a strong deterrent to
nuclear war. However, its deterrent value is decreasing as the result
of Soviet deployment of new missiles capable of destroying our ICBMs
in their hardened silos. MX,in the multiple aimpoint mode, is designed to
maintain a high level of deterrence, so that all potential adversaries will
recognize the futility of launching even one weapon against the U.S.
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NAMES OF INDIVIDUALS WITH
COMMON CONCERNS

Betty L. Aagesen
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Don Aagesen
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Gertrude Aagesen
Yuma, CO

Mr. Roger Abell
Grinnell, KS

Erv & Linda Abold
Dighton, KS

R.0. Adams
Jacksonville, IL

Mrs. Boyd Adkinson
Benkelman, NE

W.C. Aellig
Yuma, CO

Mr. Harold Ahlschwede
Burley, NE

Mrs. Haiold Ahlschwede
Burley, NI

Mr. Ronald H. Ahlschwede
Burley, NE

Kim Albertson
Burlington, CO

G.M. Allen Mr. & Mrs. Louis Avgensen F
Bluffs, IL Grinnell, KS

i
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Mr. John Alien
Bluffs, IL

Mr. Thomas Allen
Bluffs, IL

Zella W. Allen
Denver, CO

Mrs. Harry Altergott
Yuma, CO

Alice Anderson
Greenley, CO

Nellie V. Anderson
Sidney, NE

Mr. & Mrs. Archie Andrews
Yuma, CO

Georgia Andrews
Burlington, CO

Mrs. Marvin Andrijeski
McCook, NE

Mrs. Barbara A. Antholz
McDonald, NE

Herman F. Antholz
McDonald, KS

Tina Antholz
McDonald, KS
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Stephanie B
Weskan, KS

Mrs. Frances E. Baalman
Grinnell, XS

Mr. & Mrs. Ross Babson
Yuma, CO

Mr, Jack Babst
Winona, KS

Ray & Maxine Balderson
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. L.I. Baldwin
Broomfield, CO

Mr. Ray Baldwin
Benkelman, NE

Mrs., Tom Ballard
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Dale Bamesberger
Indianola, NE

Mrs. Mildred P. Baney
Benkelman, NE

Kerry Barberage
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs., Walt Barenberg
Benkelman, NE

Mr. Doug Barnhart
Burlington, CO

Jacquetta M, Barr
Wray, CO

L.L. Bauer
Lodgepole, NE

Mr. Walt Baunberg
Benkelman, NE

Mrs, Vicki Beard
Champion, NE
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Bob & Elma Lee Bearley
Atwocd, KS

Adeline Bechard
Grinnell, KS

Helen Eeck
Burlington, CO

Mr. Elmer Beebe
Portland, OR

Lisa Beechley
Burlington, CO

Mrs. Margaret Beethe
Yuma, CO

J. Behrends
Grant, NE

Gwyn M. Behrendsen
otis, Co

Mr. & Mrs. Glen Benedict
Yuma, CO

Ann L. Benge
Benkelman, NE

Boyd T. Benge
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Boyd Benge
Benkelman, NE

Merlyn Beougher
Gove, KS

Mrs. Manire Bexrens
Atwood, KS

Mr. Philip R. Berndt
Monument, KS

Mabel M. Berndt
Monument, KS

Estyl Berry
Dalton, NE
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Mr. Victor Berry
Monument, KS

Laurie Billington
Burlington, CO

M»s. Mary Bilsing
(nlbertson, NE

Bonnie E. Blach
Denver, CO

Mr. Edwin Boehmer
Lodgepole, NE

Mr. Lance Bohall
Wry, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Ross Bohm
Yuma, CO

Miss Karen Bolt
Goodland, KS

Mr. Ken C. Bonetti
Ft. Ccllins, CO

Susan M. Borcher
Burley, NE

Lana Bowker
Burlington, CO

Glennis Boyd
Oakley, KS

Lyle Boyd
Oakley, KS

Maureen E. Boyd
Louisville, KY

Mr. Steve Boyd
Burlington, CO

Mr. Jim Boyer
scott City, KS

Shirley K. Brandner
Yuma, CO
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Mr. Ernest Bressler
Bird City, KS

Malinda Briscoe
Yuma, CO

Elouise Britton
Winona, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Audrie Brown
Wray, CO

Mrs. Gladys L. Brown
Acklacknee, GA

Penny Brown
Burlington, CO

1]
Micky & Gwen Brunkhorst
Wauneta, NE

Marlene E. Brunner
Yuma, CO

Helen L. Bucy
Lafayette, CO

Carrie Buethe
Yuma, CO

Laura Bundy
Brewster, KS

Delphia Burr
Flagler, CO

Kelly O. Burr
Flagler, CO

Mrs. Otig Burris
Grinnell, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Delbert Bussell
Imperial, NE
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Mr. Gregory Alan Cahoj Karen Charles ;
Rawlins County, KS Weskan, KS f
Mr. Richard W. Cameron Linda Charles
Stratton, NE Weskan, KS
3 Jane Camp Marilyn Charles
: Roadhouse, IL Weskan, KS
! Margaret Camp Mrs. Charles Chrismex
3 Goodland, KS Yuma, CO
3
Mr. & Mrs. Frank Campbell Dorothy Chrismer ]
Culbertson, NE Denver, CO 1
1 Margurite Campbell Sylvia Churxch
1 Grinnell, KS Otis, CO
Mr. Gilbert Cardna Allina & J. N. Clark
Otis, Co Xirk, CO
Pam Carlin Mr. Daniel Clinchard j
3 Burlington, CO Lincoln, NE ;
- f
: Mr. Raymond V. Carlson Ruena Jo Quinn Close ;
E McCook, NE Temple, TX L
5 !
: Carol Tonja Colglazier !
- Weskan, KS Burlington, CO
4 Allice Carpent<«r Joanie Combs
: Yuma, CO Marseilles, IL
E Mr. Rick Carson M. M. Cook
E Burlington, €O Russell Springs, KS :
Jannie Cave Darin R. Corman
Burlington, CO Otis, CO
i Kathy Cech Lee Coxnella
é ' Burlington, CO
|
! Margie Chance Mr. James Cox
f Yuma, €O Hayes, KS 1
I :
: Mr. Chip Chandler Patsy Cox
; Burlington, CO Yuma, CO
7 Mrs. Sherry Chardler Mr, Brad Cramer .
Brule, NE Kanoxado, XS ;
| k.
E
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Frances M. Crawford
Joes, CO

Doris Cress
Barry, IL

J. D. Cunningham
Otis, CO

Nancy Cunningham
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. G. W. Cushing
Palisade, NE
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Mr. Edward Darnall
Russell Springs, XS

Janet Davenbaugh
Burlington, CO

Mr. Steve Davis
Boulder, CO

Mrs. Don Dawes
Goodland, XS

Mr. Charles Y. Deknatel
Lincoln, NE

Thelma E. Denney
Jacksonville, IL

Mr. & Mrxs. Ike Denny
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Wyona DeWebster
Benkelman, NE

Tina Dhooge
Burlington, CO

Merle Dible
Oakley, KS

Margarat M. Dickson
Yuma, CO

Mr. Xurt Ditus
Burlington, CO

Luann Dobler

!

Mr, & Mrs. M. J. Dobrovolny
Denver, CO

Mr. Eugene Doddridge
Kirk, €O

Mr. & Mrs. Daryl Dohm
Grinnel, KS

J. E. Dornall
Wallace, KS

Mrs. Norman Doxsch
Bird City, KS

Irene Douglas
Flaglex, CO

LaFaun Douglas
Flagler, CO

Mr. Stan Douglas
Flagler, CO

Mrs. Stanley Douglas
Flaglex, CO

Carol Dowell
Yuma, CO

Kelly Downen
Burlington, CO

Mrs. Thelma Doyle
Wray, CO

Mrs. A. R. Draper
Sonoma, CA

Agnes H. Droste
Stratton, CO

Mr. Raymond Drury
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Rose Dutton
Winona, KS

Diann Dvorak
Burlington, CO

Public Commeats
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Grace Eastin
Yuma, CO

M. H. Eaton
Oakley, KS

Mr. Dan R. Ebener
Dubugque, IA

Mr. Tom Eberhart
Burlington, CO

Elizabeth Elsen
Burley, NE

Mrs. Boyd Einspahr
Thornton, CO

Brenda J. Ernest
Dalton, NE

Mr. Robert J. Ernest
Dalton, NE

Tim & Loretta Ernest
Yuma, CO
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Michelle Faimon
McDonald KS

e

2 Mr. Richard A. Faimon
McDonald, KS

LaVerne Fanning
Wauneta, NE

B.A. Fargo
Charlesburg, IL

Thelma M. Fargo
3 Chambersburg, IL

1 Renee Farnsworth
3 Burlington, CO

Samantha Farx
Weskan, KS

- Francine Fasse
Burlington, CO

Mrs. Rex Fearneyhough
Jacksonville, IL

1T

Mr. Robert Fellhoelter
Grinnell, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Roger Felt
Imperial, NE

P e e T

Donna Felzien
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Wilson Fink
Monument, KS

Betty Fix
Julia Fix
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Agnes L. Flanin
Elzie, NE

Jo E. Fleming
Bird City, KS

e e e

Vickie L. Flemister
Yuma, CO

Evelyn Flessner
Burley, NE

Kristi Floerke
Burlington, CO

Arlene Franz
Burlington, CC

Darla Franz
Burlington, CO

Gary D. French
Benkelman, NE

Leslie-Ann French
Benkelman, NE

Lucille E. Fry
Boulder, CO

Mrs. Elma Fuehring
Benkelmen, NE

Ardeth Fuerst
Yuma, CO

Paul Fuerst
Yuma, CO

Public Comments
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C.J. Gaddis
Grant, NE

Mr. & Mrs. Roger Gailus
Yuma, CO

Mr. Lee Gallatin
Benkelman, NE

Marissa Garcia
Burlington, CO

Martha & Charles Garrett
Oakley, KS

Joan M. Gartin
Otis, CO

Mr. Fred Gatlin
Atwood, KS

Lynn Gaylor
Burlington, CO

Mr. Tom Gellenthien
Weskan, Kansas

Kelli Gerken
Yuma, CO

LuAnn Gerken
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Bill Gillespie
Grainfield, KS

Mrs. Albert Gilliland
Cheyenne, CO

Mr. Kenneth R. Glenn
Otis, CO

Teresa M. Goddard
Ft. Collins, CO

Mrs. Edna Geoglein
Mr. David H. Goeppinger

Bonne, IA

VI - 5-104 Public Comments

Patricia Gonzales
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Frank Gorman
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Jerry Gormiey
Ginnell, KS

Bonny Gould
Burlington, CO

Shannon Graham
Yuma, CO

Della Gramm
Burlington, CO

Mr. Joseph G. Green
Imperial, NE

Mrs. M.E. Green
Ludell, KS

Mary Green
Boulder, CO

Mrs. Erma Guehring
Behkelman, NE

N.D. Gundersen
Yuma, CO

Brian Gustin
Yuma, CO
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Mr., Elton J. Haarberg
Imperial, NE

Mrs. Marvin E. Haines
Benkelman, NE

Judy Hagler
Otis, CO

Mr. Bruce Hall
Dillon, CO

Mrs. George W. Hall
Yuma, CO

W. H. Halstead
Eckley, CO

Arden E. Ham
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Fern Ham
Benkelman, NE

B. L. Hamilton
Otis, CO

Ana Hamrick
Yuma, CO

Brenda Hamberger
Burlington, CO

Lori Hansen
Weskan, KS.

Mr. Philip C. Hansen
Yuma, CO

Nora Hansen
Burlington, CO

Adrienne Harberm

’

Michele Harmon
Yuma, CO

Dawn Harrell
Burlington, CO

Debra Harrison
Oakley, KS

Lucille Hassman
Yuma, CO

R. L. Hassman
Yuma, CC

Mrs. Louisa Hatch
McDonald, KS

Mrs. Harry Hatfield
Gilbert, CO

Mrs. Ellen Hruska
Sidney, NE

Brenda Haverland
otis, CO

Tony Hein
Burlington, CO

Ms. D. Heier
Monumant, KS

Mr. Todd Heinz
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Ronald L. Hejny

Stratton, NE

J. J. Hendricks
Burlington, CO

Toby Hendricks
Burlington, CO

Mr. Alan Hendrix
Ootis, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Tom Herman
Seikack, CO

Mr. George Hertmeky
Burlington, CO

Etta K. Hester
Benkelman, NE

Public Comments
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Jan Hesterx
Burlington, CO

Naacy S. Heyser
Ft. Collins, CO

: Nancy & Jim Heyser
Ft. Collins, CO

Myrtle M. Higgins
Sidney, NE

a8}

Gracie Higgins

| -

] Mrs. Raena Higgins
Yuma, CO

W. C. Hilby
Yuma, CO

Mr. Paul Hildebrandt
Boulder, CO

Mr, Davey Hilt
Burlington, CO

Mr. Carl J. Hoch
Yuma, CO

i Robbie Hoffmann
: Otis, CO

Shiela D. Hoffner
Brewster, KS

Mr. Rick Hohnstein
Imperial, NE

Lyle & Donice Holaway
Grant, NE

Erma Holler
Champion, NE

Julie Hollins
Boulder, CO

Cully Holmes
Burlington, CO

Vi - 5-106
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Mrs. D. J. Homedale
Grinnell, KS

Mr. Glen Honeyman
Oakley, KS

Linda Hoots
Jacksonville, IL

A. J. Horinek
Atwood, KS

Marilyn C. Horinek
Lester L. Horinek
Atwood, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Pat Hornung
Stratton, CO

Mrs. Hazel L. Horst
Sidney, NE

Mr. & Mrs. Alvin Howard
McCook, NE

Florence Howard
McCook, NE

Mr. Frank W. Howard
Oakley, KS

Mrs. C. O. Hubbard
Colby, KS

Barbara Huddleston
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Frank Huekmann
Oakley, KS

Geralynn Huff
Springfield, IL

Mr. Al Hudler
Burlington, CO

Mai Hullet
Oakley, KS
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S. Hurtt
Calley, KS

Mary Husband
Weskan, KS

Mr. Clyde Hutchinson
Yuma, CO
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Glen & Davis Imhof
Otis, CO

Mr. Glenn Imhof
Otis, CO

Leslie Imhof - i
Yuma, CO -

i !
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Mr. Leland Jacobsen
Burlington, CO

Leann Jacobsen
Burlington, CO

Shirley Jaeger
Yuma, CO

Janice E. James
Kirk, CO

Shelly Jarrett
Westminster, CO

Mary K. Jensen
tincoln, NE

Virginia Jensen
Grinnell, XS

Elmer & Ramona Jernberg
Yuma, CO

Mr. William Jirik, Sr.
Palisade, NE

Jody
Sharon Springs, KS

Mr. & Mrs. J. A. Johnson
Yuma, CO

Linda R. Johnson
Jacksonville, ID

Mr. Mike Johnson
Benkelman, NE

Mona Johnson
Burlington, CO

Virginia L. Johnson
Benk2lman, NE

Jean Marie Jones
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Helen M. Jordan
Russell Springs, KS

Mr. Stanley Jseel
Otis, CO

Mr. Carroll D. Josh
Yuma, CO

Les Juenemann
Burlington, CO

Mr. Al Jung
Sidney, NE

Violett Jurgens
Burley, NE

J. Jurie
Boulder, CO

Public Comments
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Mx, Mike Kalb
Yuma, CO

Bernard Kanak
Atwood, KS

Mrs. Harold Karspeck
Goodland, KS

Mr. Steve Kastens
Ludell, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Ernest Kehlbeck
McDonald, KS

Tonjas Keifer
Yuma, CO

Lisa Keintz
Otis, CO

Jackie Kelly
Boulder, CO

Lizzie Kerst
Yuma, CO

Mr. David C. Ketter
Kerndon, KS

Tonjaer Kiefer
Burlington, CO

Julie King
Burlington, CO

Dale Kirchenschlager
Yuma, CO

Angie Kersen
Burlington, CO

Mr. Eric Lee Kjeldgaard
Otis, CO

Kindy Kay Kjeldgaard
Ootis, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Kendall Klein
Atwood, KS

Vi ~ 5-110
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C. R. Knodel
Kanorado, KS

Cathy Knodel
Yuma, CO

Cheryl Knodel
Kanorado, KS

Mr. Garven Knodel
Kanorado, KS

Hazel M. Knudson
Yuma, CO

Sharon Krohn
Virgiuia, IL

Mr. Roy Kuehn
Sidney, NE

Mr. Thomas Kosmicki
Grant, NE

Sonja K. Kough
Pratt, KS

Mr. Ross Kriasnicks
Winona, KS

Mr. Henry Krug
Benkelman, NE

Katyn A. Kruse
Jacksonville, IL

Mrs. Erwin Kuhlson
Bird City, KS

Lorna Kunnemann
Imperial, NE

Mrs. Edward Kuppinger
Ft. Collins, CO

Lisa Kuntz
otis, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Richard Kvasmicka
Winona, KS
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Mr. Brian Lafler
Sidney, NE

Mrs. Robert Lafler
Sidney, NE

Arlie Lair
Otis, CO

f Mr. Gary Lamb
i Bird City, KS

Mr. Guy Lamb
Bird City, KsS

Mrs. Hallie Lamb
Bird City, KS

Harvey & Alicy Lampe
St. Francis, KS

Shauna Lampe
Kanorado, KS

Mrs. Bryan Latham
Winona, KS

Mr., B. K. Latham
Winona, KS$

D. K. Lathams
Winona, KS

Mr. Joe Larson
i Potter, NE

Kenneth & Dorothy Larson

Gurley, NE

Elfrieda Laufer
} Ludell, KS

Mr. Brian lLaufler
Ludell, KS

Mr. Darrin Laverenz
Burlington, €O

Cherry L. Laybourn
Cope, CO

Mr. Jim Leach
Bird City, KS

Dr. William Lee
San Francisco, CA

Mr. Duane leibbrandt
Culbertson, NE

Mildred J. Leibbrandt
Culbertson, NE

Susan Leibbrandt
McCook, NE

Mrs. Jerome Lenzen
Sidney, NE

Clara Lessig
Gurley, NE

Lynette Lessig
Gurley, NE

Alice Leisure
Bird City, KS

Mr. James L. Libra
Lafayette, CO

Mr. Dan Liebig
Wauneta, NE

Mr. John A. Lilienthal
Culbertson, NE

Mr. David L. Lillich
Yuma, CO

Peggy J. Lillich
Yuma, CO

R. €. Lincoln
Yuma, CO
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Mr. & Mrs. Brent Linin
Goodland, KS

Mr. William Linin
Goodland, KS

J. W. Lissure
Bird City, XS

Hazel Little
Benkelman, NE

Mr. Dwain Lock
Laman, NE

Elma Toftan
McCook, NE

Golda Long
Yuma, CO

Mr. Kenneth Long
Scott City, KS

Leona Loyd
Bird City, KS

Mr. Ivan Loyd
Bird City, XS

Mr. ILeRoy W. Luedders
Ludell, XS

Nell M. Lutz
Yuma, CO

Mr. Kenneth Lyon
Yuma, CO

Mr. Jon Lyster
Burlington, CO

VI - 5-112
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Mr. & Mrs. Martin Mahnken

Grant, NE

Mr, Walter Mahnken
Ogallala, NE

Mr. Roland K. Mar
Buena Vista, CO

Mrs. Beryl Maranville
Benkelman, NE

Pam Mari
Burlington, CO

Mary Lou Markev

Cantrall, IL

Dorothy Marshall
Jacksonville, IL

Judy Marshall
Jacksonvilie, IL

Mr. Allan W. Martin
Benkelman, NE

Mary P. Martin
Benkelman, NE

Mr. Keith Matthews
Yuma, CO

Marsha McBride
Burlington, CO

Marjorie E. McCall
Yuma, CO

Erma McClatchey
Palisade, NE

Mr. Neil McConnell
Yuma, CO

Michelle McCullock
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. McDonald
Benkelman, NE

Connie McIntyre
Weskan, KS

Lamoine McKillip
Hayes Center, NE

Verna L. McKinley
Yuma, CO

Eula McRoberts
Burley, NE

E. J. Meagher
Gilberts, IL

Any itkkelburg
Yuma, CO

Carrie Mekelburxg
Yuma, CC

Charlotte Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Cheryl Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Mr. Ed Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Mr. Greg Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Holly Mekelburg
Yuma, CQ

Mr. Jeff Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Mr. Roy Mekelburg
Yuma, CO

Connie Meier
Burlington, CO

Mr. Royce Melia
Arriba, CO

Mary Micek
Atwood, KS

Public Comments
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Mr. Brian Miller
Ootis, CO

Mr. Eric Miller
Otis, CO

Mr, H. 3Alvin Miller
Dalton. NE

Kathiyn Miller
Dalton, NE

Mrs. Philip Miller
Potter, NE

Mr. Austin E. Mills
Midwest City, OK

Doris Minney
Atwood, KS

Mr. Gordon Mitchell
Ashland, IL

Sarah Mitchell
Burlington, CO

Mr. Byron Monasmith
Burlington; CO

Mr, & Mrs. Rodney Monk
Yuma, CO

Mr. Kenneth Morgan
Burley, NE

Linda Morgan
balton, NE

Mr. Stuart Morgan
Dalton, NE

Mr. Paul E. Morris
Yuma, CO

Mr. Darren Morrow
Burlington, CO

VI - 5-114 Public Comments

Verla Moser

M. M. Motes
Yuma, CO

Jamie Moyer
. . €O
Margie Mueller
Bluffs, IL

Mr. Ralph E. Mueller
Bluffs, IL

Mr. Warren Musch
Virginia, IL

Anna E. Mustain
Yuma, CO

Mr. Clinton Mustain
Yuma, CO

Mary E. Mustain
Yuma, CO

Mr. Gerald E. Muyers
Culbertson, NE

Mr. Bernie Myers
Boulder, CO
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Mr. Walter Nau Lynn Norstadt
Yuma, CO Fort Collins, CO
Mr. Royce L. Nelis Cecelia Nunez
Arriba, CO Burlington, CO

Mr. David Nelsen
Bird City, KS

Deanna Nelsen
Bird City, KS

Beverly Nelson
York, NE

Mr. Virgil A. Nelson
Potter, NE

Beverly Newbanks
Otis, CO

Iouis & Cheryl Newbanks
Yuma, CO

Patricia Newell
Saran Springs, XS

Ruth Newhaus
Yuma, CO

Connie Nider
Yuma, CO

Elaine Nielsen
Ogallala, NE

Mr. Gary L. Nielsen
McCook, NE

E. W. Niermeier
McCook, NE

Susan Niles
Yuma, CO

Iram Nippert
Lincoln. NE

Public Comments
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Mr. Charles Ogsbury
Boulder, CO

Mr. Nick Okeson
Weskan, KS

Mr. Harold Olsen
Yuma, CO

Mr. Howard Olsen
Yuma, CO

Colleen Olson
McCook, NE

TLilah & Anthony Orr
Benkelman, NE

Mr. Douglas R. Osler
Elsie, NE

Mr. John Owens
Benkelman, NE

VI - 5-116 ©Public Comments
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Linda Packer
Yuma, CO

Mr. Joseph Pancake
Atwood, KS

Mr. & Mrs. Robert M. Panter

Overland Park, KS

Mr. Roy Dean Parker
Benkelman, NE

Ethel Parman
Benkelman, NE

Kathryn Partridge
Boulder, CO

Mr. & Mrs. H. R. Patton
Oakley, KS

Mr. Albert Perlenfein
Yuma, CO

Mr. Alvin J. Perlenfein
Yuma, CO

F. E. Perlenfein
Yuma, CO

Mr. Wilbert Perlenfein
Yuma, CO

Mr. John Peter
Burlington, CO

Emilie Peters
Yuma, CO

Evelyn Peters
Yuma, CO

Mr. Max Peterson
Ogallala, NE

W. J. Peterson
Atwood, KS

Linda M. Petrotta
Ft. Collins, CO

Teresa Peurke
Burlington, CO

Mr. Marlin Phifer
Benkelman, CO

Mr. Carroll E. Phillips
Yuma, CO

Mr. David Pickett
Burlington, CO

Debra Pitts
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Verlin Plummer
Winona, KS

Barbara D. Poole
Bluffs, IL

Pam Potthoff
Trenton, NE

Rosa & R. G. Powers
Gove, KS

Marjorie Prather
Yuma, CO

Mr. Mike Pratt
Burlington, CO

Effie Price
Oakley, kS

Darby Prinz
Burlington, CO

Adalaida Pursley
Benkelman, NE

Mrs. Jack Pursley
Benkelman, NE

Public Comments
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Mrs. Luke Racette Elaine Robertson
Oakley, KS Yuma, CO ]
Linda Rahle Josephine Robertson
Winona, KS Yuma, CO
Fritz & Frances Raisch Diane Rodriguez
Colby, XS Burlington, CO
Mr. Brad Ramer Mr. Ed Rodriguez
+ KS Burlington, CO
Mr. Kevin J. Raney Lisa Rodriguez
: § Weskan, KS Burlington, CO
Teresa Reinke C. F. Roesch
Burlington, CO Colby, KS
E ! Darin Reiss fir. Thuck Roesch 3 ]
Weskan, LS Colby, K¢ ]
; Mrs. DeWane Repchire Mr. & Mrs. Richard L. Roesch ‘
- Russell Springs, KS Colby, KS :
; 3
; Mr. Thomas Rhoades Erma Rolier :
- Otis, CO Champion, NE
¥W. C. Richards Ronnie
Yuma, CO Otis, CO
Gwynetha Richardson Mr. Greg Roth
Yuma, CO Yuma, CO
- Mr. Tim Richardson Mr. Jeff Roth
: Burlington, CO Yuma, CO
3
E i Brenda Ridder Pat Roth
E Burlington, CO Yuma, CO
3
3
3 Mr. Kenny Ridder Mr. Robert A. Roth
Burlington, CO Yuma, CO
Tammy Ritter Virginia Roth
Burlington, CO Yuma, CO ;
i
. Denise Robb Debra J. Roundtree k
3? Burlington, CO Ecklay, CO i
;
ji Roberta Robb Lois S. Rust :
i Burlington, CO Jacksonville, I.,
i
i
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Mr. Paul O. Rust

¥ Jacksonville, IL

3 Olive Ryan

] Idalia, CO

1 Kyann Ryser

3 Weskan, KS

3
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V. L.
Cope,

Sackett
co

Mrs. bale Saffer
Arriba, CO

Mr. & Mrs, Charley Salmans
Winona, KS

Eltie Salmans
Winona, XS

Alice Samson
Atwood, KS

Elsie Sanchez
Burlington, CO

Wilma Sanchez
Burlington, CO

Yvonne Sanchez
Burlington, CO

Mr. Ron Schaffer
Culbertson, NE

Katrina M. Schaffert
Otis, CoO

Renea Schahrer
Burlington, CO

Mary K. Scharf
McCook, NE

John & Mary Schertz

Winona, XS

Albert & Esther Schlichenmayer
Wray, CO

Josephine Schmaderer
Ludell, KS

Ruth Schmidt
Kanorado, KS

Mr. Erxvin Schneider
Tribune, KS

VI - 5-120 Public Comments
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Mr. Howard J.
Benkelman, NE

Schrader

Ruth M. Schreiner

Vona, CO

Mr. Glenn L. Scott

Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Kennith Scott

Tribune, KS

Alta M. Schrivner
Eckley, CO

Mr. & Mrs, Forrest J. Scrivner
Benkelman, NE

Julie Se2
Weskan, KS

Mr. Stanley Seel
Otis, CO

Mary Sell
Boulder, CO

Georgia Seward
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs., Clifford E. Sewell
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Geoxge Sewell
Yuma, CO

Mr. Todd Sheldon
Burlington, CO

Russell J. Shaw, Lt/Col USAF/Ret
Mira Loma, CA

Lola Shepherd
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Agnes Sigmon
Yuma, CO

Mrs., C. A. Simonton
Oakley, KS
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Evelyn Sipple
Yuma, CO

Mrs. Kim Sis
Stratton, NE

Mrs. Mildred Skelton
Larned, KS

Mr. Kevin Slinger
Burlington, CO

Connie Smith
Sidney, NE

Mr. Corey Smith
Weskan, K&

- Mr. Jim Smith
3 Otis, CO

Mr. John A. Smith
Russell Springs, KS

l Mr. John H. Smith
| Russell Springs, KS

Kim Smith
& Burlington, CO

M. I. Smith
Oakley, KS

Marie W. Smith
Russell Springs, KS

3 i Rebecca L. Smith
. Winona, KS

. Mr. Ronald L. Smith
Winona, XS

Ms. 3hirley J. Smith
Russell Springs, KS

Mr, Richard Solko
Herndon, KS

Mr. Kirk Sommerfeld
Otis, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Leo Speckelmier
Palisade, NE

Ralph & Sharon Spellman
Yuna, CO

Mr. David Sprecker
Goodland, KS

Mr. Anselm Sramek
Atwood, KS

Mr. Dean Stallings
Yuma, CO

Jo Ellen Statler
Burlington, CO

Mr. Stanley Steel
Otis, CO

Mr. John Stencel
Denvex, CO

Mr. Bernard Stephens
Oakley, KS

Mr. Robert J. Stephens, Sr.
Oakley, KS

Mr. Derek Stevens
Burlington, CO

Mrs. Elizabeth Stevens
Potter, NE

Mr. Wesley L. Stevens
Potter, NE

Mr. John Stewart
Burlington, CO

Mary May Stinnette
Enders, NE

Vi - 5-121
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Mr. Thomas S. Stinnette %
Enders, NE E
Mr. & Mrs. Fred Stoecker 4
3 Oakley, KS .
]
3 Mrs. Harry Straub é
3 Cortez, CO %
:
Mr. & Mrs. Ralph Strayer E
/ Atwood, KS !
1 Mr. Boyd Stroup ?
Benkelman, NE !
{ Mr. Ralph E. Stroup ; !
Benkelman, NE
{ Mr. Glenn Sutton j
[ Sidney, NE
. Jane Svoboda
; ; New York, NY
E 1 ,
! Teresa Svoboda 3
New York, NY :
Lucinda Swartz !
: Weskan, KS i |
: i
i i ! 1
é
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Charles V. Taveno
Jacksonville, IL

Chuck Taylor
r CO

John Taylor
Burlington, CO

Lynn Taylor
Burlington, CO

Ralph & Marjorie Taylor
Broadwater, NE

Ned Tecker
Paxks, NE

Daniel J. Teska
Fort Collins, CO

Charlayne Thiede
Burlington, CO

Paulette 'Thiede
Burlington, CO

Bessie Thompson
Brewster, KS

Mrs. J.M. Thompson
Elsie, NE

Dale Tonsing
Burlington, CO

Kim Tood
Burlington, CO

Rebecca Townsend
Yuma, CO

Frank Trevino
Colorado Springs, CO

Merrill Tribbet
Yuma, CO

Miss Carol Trowbridge
Imperial, NE

C. Pearl Tulles
Yuma, CO

Jamie Tuoyer
Burlington, CO

J.H. Tustin
Oakley, KS

Ross Twidell
Yuma, CO
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Iillian Valenzuelam
Boulder, CO

Eva Valenzvela
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Loyd Vanderheiden
Fort Moxgan, CO

Gary R. Vaughn
Yuma, CO

Marzelle Vaughn
Yuma, CO

George Velasquez
Burlington, CO

Ruth Velte
Ogallala, NE

Matt Vincent
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Gerald Vollbract
Grinnell, KS

Joy Vondy
Burlington, CO

Bessie June Vose
Chambersbury, IL

James R. Vose
Chambersbury, IL
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Steve Waldman
Boulder, CO

Michael wall
Burlington, CO

Jim Walker
Boulder, CO

William Walker
Burlington, CO

Fay Walsh
Sidney, NE

Steve Walston
Burlington, CO

Tammy Walters
Otis, CO

Mrs. Martin Ward
Oakley, KS

Dennis Watkins
Venango, NE

Myron Watson
Potter, NE

Roy Wear
Burlington, CO

Linda Weatherby
Buxlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Martin Weber
Burlingtcn, CO

Ronald & Karen Sue Weber
Burlington, CO

J.5. Weeter
Otis CO

Katherine Weigel
cakley, KS

Mrs. Pauline Weigel
Winona, XS

Tanya Weis
Weskan, KS

Flores Weiser
Oakley, Ks

James G. Welsh
Brule, NE

Kurtis Welsh
Wweskan, KS

Stacy Wendler
Burlington, €O

Marie Wenger
Yuma, CO

Mike Wenger
Yuma, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Frances Wessel
Oakley, KS

Rita E. Wessel
Oakley, KS

Arlyn White
Weskan, KS

R.L. White
Otis, CO

Troy White
Burlington, CO

A. Whiteley
Bankelman, NE

Helen Whiteley
Benkelman, NE

Todd Whitmoxre
Burlington, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Roscal Whittenburg
Eckley, CO

Clarence Wicke
Atwood, KS
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Bert Wilkins
g Yuma, CO

C. Wesley Wilkinson
Louisville KY

Ginger Wilkinson
Louisville, KY
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Mrs. Lorraine Wilkinson
McCook, NE

Arlene E. Williams
Fairfax, IA

Mr. & Mrs. Charles Williams
Yuma, CO

g
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Loren & Joyc-e Williamson
Trenton, NE

i)

Aletha Willis
Bird City, Ks

i

Daxren Winslow
Burlington, CO

1)

Verner D. Winslow
Oceanside, CA

L.J. Wissbaum
McCook, NE

Mrs. John Witt
Flagler, CO

Donn Witzel
Burlington, CO

i

i
! ]
é Douglas J. Wolters
f Atwood, KS
LY
3
? Pattie L. Wolters
£ Atwood, KS
7 Cheryl. Wooley
£ Burlington, CO
'}s.
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£
&
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Marvin B, Woolf
Boulder, CO

Mr. & Mrs. Myron Woten
Potter, KE

Carla Wright
Weskan, KS

Debbie Wright
Russell Springs, KS

Gerald wWright

Kendal Wright
Russell Springs, KS

Mrs. Phyllis Wright
Bird City, KS
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Mrs. Ivy M. Yoos
Atwood, KS

_ George Yound
Benkelman, NE
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Robert Zellmer
Wray, CO

Curt Zerr
Grinnell, KS

Darrell Lee Zerr
Grinnell, KS

Donald Ray Zerr
Grinnell, XS

Harold Zerr
Grinnell, KS

Jerald N. Zerr
Russell Springs, KS
Grinnell, KS

Leon Zerr
Grinnell, KS

E Mrs. Kathleen A. Zerr
E .

E Sherri Zerr
E Grinnel, KS

F

: Tom Zerr
Grinnell, XS

Mrs. Vincent Zerr
Grinnell, KS
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PETITIONS

In addition to letters the Air Force has received several petitions.
These petitions have been signed by more than 2,400 people. The text of
each petition is set out below, followed by the Air Force response.

1. "We, the undersigned, are opposed to the proposed MX Nuclear
Missile Program designated for the South Platte Plains which
includes Western Nebraska and Kansas and Eastern Colorado. We
feel this is one of the most productive agriculture areas in
the United States and involves established towns and cities."
{This petition was signed by over 1,400 people.)

2. "We protest the consideration of Western Nebraska as the site
for the MX Missile Project.” (This petition was signed by
over 870 people.)

3. "The undersigned strongly oppose the selection of northeastern
Colorado as the site for the MX Nuclear Missile Program." (This
petition was signed by about 150 people.)

Air Force Response

The Air Force is still in the early stages of system development.
There is no MX missile yet, nor is the Air Force ready to select any
location(¢) at which to build the proposed system. In the near future,
the Department of Defense will decide whether or not to proceed with
Full~Scale Engineering Development which includes the manufacture of
20 full-scale MX missiles, the selection of a basing mode so that the
MX weapon system can be characterized in full and flight testing at
Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, from a prototype basing mode
facility. )

Diffarent basing modes could affect the environment in different
ways. In addition, construction of any particular basing mode could
affect the environment differently depending upon where it might be
sited. The MX Milestone II Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) dis-
cusses seven representative areas in ten western states. These areas
are potentially suitable for a project of this magnitude and have not
yet been rejected by ongoing studies. The purpose was to compare po-
tential environmental impacts of the basing modes being considered.
This analysis will help decisionmakers understand the environmental im-
plications of each basing mode.

Public Comments VI - 6-1
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If the Department of Defense decides to continue work on the MX
program and selects a basing mode for further development, decisons re-
garding where the system would be located could be mada in a year or
two. These decisions will not be made until additional studies have
been prepared. These studies will include a deployment site selection
EIS. This next EIS will set out, in much more detail than the Mile-
stone II EIS, the potential environmental impacts at each candidate
siting area. Since the seven specific areas included in the Milestone II
EIS are represented only as examples, not all of them will necessarily
appear in the deployment site selection EIS, nor will identical boundaries
apply. Also, areas not described in the Milestone II EIS may be added.

The future deployment site selection EIS will consider the public
responses received in the Milestone II EIS. The public at that time
will also be able to comment on the various locations proposed for de-
ploying the system. In addition, the Air Force will hold public hear-
ings. All siting comments and the next EIS will be considered in the
siting decision. .

The Air Force has studied and will continue to study agricultural
production and pupulation density in the South Platte Plains area. 1In
respect to farmlands, the Aix Force adheres to the following White House
guidance:

"Bfforts should be made to assure tbat such farmlands
are not irreversibly converted to other uses unless
other national interests override the importance of
preservation or otherwise outweigh the environmental
benefits derived from their protection. These benefits
stem from the capacity of such farmland to produce
relatively more food with less exosion and with lower
demands for fertilizer, energy, and other resources.
In addition, the preservation of farmland in general
provides the benefits of open space, protection of
scenery, wildlife habitat and, in some cases, recrea-
tion opportunities and controls on urban sprawl."

Of course, similar attention in this context will be given to areas of

the United States other than the South Platte Plains if a decision is
made to deploy the MX missile system.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

ANALYSIS PROCESS

PUBLIC HEARING

Lompoc, California
Wednesday, August 30, 1978
7:30 P. M,

EGEIVE

SEP 81978
HDR - SANTA BARBARA

REPORTED ByY: NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CSR #1184
NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CSR #1184 i osphismfigboiin
EL MONTE, CALIFORNIA 91731
(213) 283.0271
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIKD SHORTHAND REPORTER

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

ANALYSIS PROCESS

Public Hearing regarding Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on MX: MILESTONE II, held in the Civic Auditorium,
217 South L Street, Lompoc, California, on Wednesday,

August 30, 1978, commencing at 7:30 P. M.

APPEARANCES:
HEARING OFFICER:

COLONEL ALLAN C. SMITH

Chief of the Trial Judiciary Division

Office of the Judge Advocate General, Headquarters
United States Air Force

PROJECT OFFICER:
COLONEL LAWRENCE B. MOLNAR

Norton Air Force Base
Riverside, California
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY. CERTIFIZD SHORTHAND REPORTER 2

1 LOMPOC, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 30, 1978, 7:30 P. M.

2 -O-

3 THE HEARING OFFICER: Ladies and gentlemen, if we could
4 take our seats, please, I chink we're ready to begin.

5 I note the time is 1930 hours.

6 Good evening and welcome to the public hearing

7 on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Missile

8 X System: Milestone II.

9 I'm Colonel Allan C. Smith, an Air Force Judge

10 Advocate with the U. S. Trial Judiciary, and I'm stationed

" in Washington, D. C. 1I've been assigned the task of

12 conducting this hearing. My role, as Hearing Officer, is

13 simply to conduct the hearing. I'm not knowledgeable about
14 the project that is involved here, nor any of the phases of
15 it. I will not make a finding or recommendation with respect
16 to the project, and also I have not participated in the

17 project in any way up to this point.

18 Now, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on

19 the Missile X System was filad by the Air Force with the

20 Council on Environmental Quality in July of 1978. The '
2 proposal is to proceed with the development of a new advanced
22 intercontinental ballistic missile and basing system known

23 as MX. The MX system will soon require a iimited number of
24 full-scale prototype missiles and a series of tests associated
25 with those prototypes. The decision to proceed with the

26 further development and testing of the system requires a

27 review of many factors, one of them to be the environmental
28 impacts of the asystem. The Statement represents a full

VI - 7-4  Public Comments
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exposition of those impacts associated with a decision to
proceed with the further development and test program.

In addition, the document, or the Environmental
Impact Statement, describes the MX program with major
milestones and the additional environmental statements
necessary to support subsequent program decisions. Also, the
document includes an environmental analysis of the candidate
basing modes and compares the relative impact potential
associated with each.

Now, the purposes of this hearing are twofold:
First, to provide you with an opportunity to present your
views to the Secretary of the Air Force on the environmental
impact that would result from a decision to proceed with the
project. Such comments may be either oral or in writing.

The second purpose, it provides the Air Force with the
opportunity to provide information on the proposed action and
to answer any questions that you may have.

Now, as far as the agenda for the evening and the
ground rules, first, as to the agenda or the program, we will
first have an explanation of the Draft Statement and the
MX project from the Project Officer, Colonel Larry Molnar.

He will be introduced in just a few moments. His presentation
will cake approximately one hour. I then plan on taking
approximately a ten-minute break. After that we will open

the session and receive oral statements from any person who
desires to make an oral statement. After that we will accept
questions from the audience, to be answered by.the Project

Officer and a group of experts and specialists that he has

Public Comments Vi - 7-5
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 4

designated to assist him in answering any questions.

With regard to oral statements, those of you who
desire to make such statements should fill out a three-by-five
card with your name, address and the name of any organization
that you are representing. Cards are available at the front
door of the auditorium and they are available from persons
walking up and down the aisles, If you'll raise your hand,

I think we'll manage to get somebody to you with a card.

I will call people in the order that the cards
are presented to me, and I already have several of them over
here.

Individuals representing and speaking on behalf of
groups will be allowed ten minutes. 1Individuals not
representing groups but speaking on behalf of themselves as
individuals will be allowed five minutes.

When your name is called, if you could please
come forward to one of the podiums -- podia, I should say,
and microphones in the front.

Do we have a microphone set up?

M/SGT. NICHOLAS: Just this side.

THE HEARING OFFICER: Just this side, the microphone

podium on your right and my left, and go ahead and make a
statement.

Please, once again, state your name and address and
any gfgup that you're representing in connection with the
‘statement.

As to written statements, you may submit them to me

6:, once again, to any of the people that are handling the

VI - 7-6 Public Comments
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!
i

microphones up and down the aisle, or the individual at the

R i

front of the auditorium. I will have them marked as exhibits |
and they will be attachad to the record of the transcript of
the hearing.

If you wish to make a written statement and do not
at this time have it prepared, you have five days to send it

to the following address, and this addra2ss will be presented

on slide during Colonel Molnar's presentation, and I will
try to remember to bring it up again at the end of the hearing.

The address would be SAMSO -~ that's S-A-M-S-Q ~- slash

il 4\ ol b

MNND, Norton Air Force Base, California 92409.

You have five days in which to present or to mail
to them a written statement in order to have it included in

the hearing.

Additionally, you may submit materials directly

[P

to the Secretary of the Air Force, and you have until

5 September 1978 tc do this. The address for such materials
is as fecllows: Secretary of the Air Force/MIQ, Washington,
D. C. 20330,

Now, the entire proceedings here today are being
recorded verbatim by Mr. Norman Boxley, a qualified and
certified court reporter for the State of California.

I have been asked to remind you that this is a
"No Smoking" area and we would certainly appreciate your
cooperation in that regard.

I would like to at this time go through the list of
specialists and experts that Colonel Molnar has to assist him

in answering questions and presenting the presentation that

e s bt e it ook st e
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he has tonight.

First, we have Colonel -- if the individuals, as I
call their name and give their position, could please stand
and face the audience, I think it would help.

First, we have Colonel Wilson, who is Chief of
Staff for the First Strategic Aerospace Division, the Host
Strategic Air Command Unit at Vandenberg Air Force Base.

We have Lieutenant Colonel Aubry Sloan. Colonel
Sloan represents the Missile Test Wing at Vandenberg and has
been involved in Space Shuttle Planning.

We have I.ieutenant Colonel "Mack" Riddle.

Colonel Riddle is the Civil Engineering Pivision Chief from
the ICBM Program COffice, Norton Air Force Base, California.

We have Lieutenant Colonel Terrell, Colonel Terrell
is the Deputy Base Commander at Vandenberg Air Force Base.

We have Major R. C. Wooten. Major Wooten is from
the Space and Missile Systems Organization, Civil Engineering,
Los Angeles Air Force Station.

We have Mr. Don Benn., Mr. Benn is from the Flight
Safety Division, Space and Missile Test Center, Vandenberg
Air Force Base,

Then we have Mr. Bill Fick. Mr. Fick is the Deputy
Base Civil Engineer, Vandenberg Air Force Base,

Mr. Norman Harris. Mr. Harris is the Vice President
in charge of the Ecosciences Division of Henningson, Durham
and Richardson, Santa Barbara, California, the ICBM Program
Office Environmental Contractor.

And finally we have Lieutenant Colonel Bud Kensok

VI - 7-8 Public Comments
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% NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REFORTER 7
1 1 from the Systems Engineering Division of the ICBM Program
g | o, | office.
3 Those are the people that will assist
4 Colonal Molnar later on in the program in answering any
5 questions that you may have.
} 6 At this time I'd like to introduce to you the
7 Project Officer for this evening, Colonel Larry Molnar,
) 8 in the Space and Missiles System Organization, Norton Ai:x
9 Force Base, California.
| 10 Colonel Molnar is an Asristant Deputy for Missile X
- 1 System Program,
i 12 Colonel Molnar, I turn it over to you,
F 13 COLONEL LAWRENCE B., MOLNAR: ‘Thank you, Colonel Smith.
; 14 . Good evening. I am not a frequent visitor here tc
} 15 this area and on the occasions that I have been here, I really
16 haven't paid much attention; and even though I had a lot of
é 17 things on my mind today, I did notice that this area has
r 18 topography which I'm not used to and, indeed, meteorology
E 19 which I'm not used to. It's a little bit more in terms of
é 20 humidity than we have at Norton, where I'm stationed. 1It's
E_,

21 a pleasant evening., I think you'll be comfortable. I hope

22 we conduct this to your liking.
23 As Colonel Smith said, there is a purposes for this
24 hearing, and that purpose is to involve you in a decision
25 concerning this nation's next genefétion land-based
26 intercontinental ballistic missile. Colonel Smith called it
L ; 27 Missilerx and, for short, it's known as MX, and for the
28 remainder of this evening that'c what I will refer to it as.
S ) -
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY. CERTIFIED $HORTHAND REPORTIR 8
1 The program to develop MX is a major effort to
. 5 2 combine a missile with a survivable bagsing mode. Survival 1
i 3 of the existing land~based intercontinsntal ballistic missile
i 4 force is being threatened by the continued build-up of Soviet 1
g 5 ICBM capabilities. ]
% 6 The MX program has moved along so that now is the
% 7 time to build full-scale prototype missiles and launch
; 8 equipment. This point in the process to develop a weapon
% 9 system is called Milestone II, or the go-ahead on a phase
2 } 10 known as full-scale engineering development.
% 11 This phase is not completely new to ballistic
% 12 missile designers and developers. The activities undertaken
% 13 in this phase will be very similar to the full-scale prototype
; 14 developments which were accomplished during the develorment
i i 15 of Minuteman missile systems.
i 16 Within the next couple of months, the decisionmakers
§ 17 in the Department cf Defense will be given information upon
% 18 which to base a decision for a go~ahead of full-scale
[ 19 engineering development. This information will include
3 % 20 environmental views provided by you, the public, To gather
7 ; 21 these views, an Environmental Impact Statement was prepared
‘5 22 and distributed in July for comments. This hearing is yet
Z 23 another opportunity to have the public express and make known
} 24 its views.
i 25 This is an opportunity, an important opportunity,
? 26 for you and for this reason. Should a decision be made
g 27 authorizing a full-scale development program, this country's
é 28 missile developers will be given the go-ahead to build a
i
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER

small number of prototype missiles and launch equipment. In
time, the missile components, manufactured at various places
throughout the country, will be brought to Vandenberg,
assembled and flight tested.

This evening's presentation includes a discussion of
"Wny HMX?" and what it is. There's a short movie which will
show you the near-term work to be carried out in full-scale
engineering development. The movie also describes the ICBM
testing and operational launch activities which go on at

Vandenberg., Fcllowing the movie I will give you an idea of

the environmental information contained in the Impact Statement.

This information is both of national and local interest.
Some of you will be more interested in the information which
is national in nature. Othexrs, I know, will be more interested
in project actions of more local nature, particularly a
proposed MX flight test program at Vandenberg. However, it
is important that I talk with you about the overall Impact
Statenment so that everyone understands what is to be
accomplished in the MX full-scale engineering development
program and the impacts which had to be analyzed and evaluated
for the decisionmakers.

I would now like to address the more basic issues
of why we need an MX program, In order to answer the
question "Why MX?" we must congsider our nation's approach
to deterrence, the Strategic Forces; namely, the Triad which
maintain deterrence, the land-based intercontinental ballistic
missiles which are a most important element of the Triad,

and finally, the projected threat.

First, the fundamental reason for the exigtence of

——
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‘ NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED BHORTHAND REFORTER 10
E 1 Strategic Forces is the preservation of peace through
g 2 deterrent strength. It is our national policy to deter
Z 3 attacks against the United States and its allies. To do this,
% 4 the U. S. has sought to maintain a survival of high-quality
; 5 force. A potential attacker will see no advantage in a first
% 6 strike if he is convinced that sufficient forces for devasta-
3 7 ting retaliation will survive that attack.
1 8 This nation's strategy, which has deterred hostile
% g action for over & quarter of a century, is built on a triad
‘ 10 of nuclear forces. With three independent forces of land-~
1 11 based ballistic missiles, sea-launched ballistic missiles,
12 and bombers with their associated weapons, there is great
13 confidence that our deterrent capability remains secure.
; 14 Each of the elements of the Triad has unique
i 15 characteristics and individual strengths. The unique
; % 16 contributions of each provide the overall Triad with its
{ % 17 deterrent strength. For example, the bombers are the most
é % 18 flexible of our forces, combining an ability to carry various
é % 19 kinds of payloads to long distances while maintaining the
g % 20 capability to be launched on warning and recalled. Our
; ; 21 Sea-launch ballistic missiles are the most survivable element,
g 22 exploitiny vast underwater areas for concealment and location
% 23 uncertainty. Note that this last gquality and the ability to
24 launch bombers on positive control are attributes which make
25 attacks against either of them unprofitable.
26 The intercontinental ballistic miscile's unique
27 characteristics are typified by the positive attributes of
] 28 our Minuteman and Titan missiles. These ICBMS provide
R 2 VI - 7-12 Public Comments
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1 immediate, positive retaliatory capability through survivabil-
2 ity, a communications sytem that is highly reliable, a high i

3 alert rate, and quick reaction. Their short flight times,

4 defense penetration capabilities, yield and accuracy allow
5 them to be effective against a spectrum of targets. They ]
i 6 have a long service life, Their operating and maintenance f
% 7 costs are significantly less than bombers or submarine- ?
[ E 8 launched ballistic missiles. In sum, existing land-based

; 9 ICBMs are ready and responsive with built-in flexibility. |

; 10 They are directly controllable by the National Command

F

t ! 11 Authority and can be launched when authorized and only when

g | 12 | authorized. i
' i

| 13 At present, the U. S. has 1,054 land-based ICBMs, ]

14 1,000 Minuteman IIs and IIIs and 54 Titans. The Titans

15 became operational in 1963. Continuing efforts are undearway %
16 to extend its life. Minuteman II reached deployment of |
17 450 missiles in 1967. cChanges have been incorporated since

18 then to improve its flexibilty. Minuteman III was deployed

19 from 1970 to 1975, and 550 are presently in service. A

20 Minuteman upgrade silo program to increase their survivability j
21 is currently underway. The last Minuteman III will be E
22 produced and delivered at the end of this year. This nation %
23 will no%t have an ICBM production capability, and restart
24 requires several years, !
25 The ICBMs are deployed throughout the U. S. in j
| 26 groupings called wings. There are six Minuteman wings and 5
- 27 three Titan wings. The Titan wings are shown on the chart
28 to the right as small circles., The wings are dispersed in

Public Comments VI - 7-13

H
8 . i s e vn_wa.-m._-._ij
e b, o A ettt S - R AT P e e -
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1 this manner so an attack against a single wing will not affect

2 the operational launch capability of another wing.

. 3 The missiles themselves are housed in verticle
] 4 launching structures called silos, which are buried in the
‘ 5 ground with the electronic and support equipment necessary

6 for their launch. The missile is placed in the silo by a

‘ 7 transporter/emplacer like the one shown on the slide. At
r 8 present, the position of our silos, and therefore our missiles,
9 is very precisely known. Even though these silos have been
10 hardened to withstand nuclear blast uand shock effects, their
] 1 survivability is questionable as the Soviets improve the
E 12 accuracy of their ICBMs.
i 13 The challenge today is to maintain deterrence in

14 the face of projected Soviet military forces. The Soviets

| 15 are modernizing their ICBM forces with many more warheads
| i 16 and much better accuracy. Fous new ICBMs are now entering
% 17 the Soviet inventory, the fourth generation since Russia began

f 18 building ICBMs. These missiles are being followed by yet

g;' % 19 another, even more advanced and threatening, family of
é % 20 intercontinental missiles. At least four medium and large
%7 % 21 ICBM types are now in development and make up the USSR's fifth
1 { 22 generation of ICBMs.
i 23 Today our ICBMs can survive the first strike and
? 24 retaliate to cause unacceptable damage, but projections
? 25 of the numbers and accuracy of Soviet ICBM weapons in the

: 26 early to mid-1980s indicate that a relatively small number

? 27 of their ICBMs could destroy a significant portion of our

28 silo-based force while leaving the Soviets with a large number

i
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of residual or remaining weapons for other tasks.

This situation is portrayed on the left of the
slide shown here on the right.

In the mind's eye of Soviet planners, this situation
in the early to mid-1980s, where the ICBMs can be reduced to
ineffective response, is their opportunity to pursue nuclear
blackmail. A restoration of ICBM response in the mid -~ in
the early to mid-1980s is shown on the right of this slide,
and really this is what MX is all about.

What is MX? MX is an Air Force Program to develop

a missile along with a basing mode to achieve a survivable
ICBM capability in the face of a growing Soviet threat.

The technology work on the new MX missile has
concentrated on operation in a mobile environment. This
missile would weigh approximately 190,000 pounds, about two
and one half times the weight of Minuteman IIIs. It would
take advantage of navigatioh and propulsion improvements to
achieve high efficiency. 1Its new Advanced Inertial Reference
Sphere guidance system yields high performance and is not
susceptible to shock levels created during movements. The
migsile structure, including the motor cases, the propellant
tanks, and reentry vehicles, are strengthened to withstand
the stress of horizontal carriage. A distinctive feature of

MX is the canister launch. In operation, a fast-burning

propellant, separate from and not carried by the missile, is
ignited at the bottom of the canister. The resulting gas

pressure "pops" the migsile out of the canister in what we

call a "cold" launch. The Stage 1 engine then ignites and
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 14

propels the missile once the missile is free of the canister.
For all intents and purposes, the canister is the launcher.
The missile is not launched by an aimpoint, missile launch
vehicle, or transporter.

It is proposed that 200 to 250 MX missiles will be
deployed in survivable basing. The missile is designed to be
highly efficient and give the required retaliatory effectivenessg
with this relatively small number of missiles.

Shown here are the four missiles which are being
considered as viable candidates for deployment in a multiple
aimpoint system, and I will explain what that means a little
later,

I have already discussed MX and Minuteman III.

The other candidates are based on Navy Trident missiles. The
common missile is currently being studied by a joint Navy/
Air Force team, It is a cross between an MX and a second
generation Trident missile.

To give you an idea of the differences between
these candidates, the Trident I missile is 34 feet high,
weighs 72,000 pounds, consists of three stages, and if
deployed on land, it would carry five low-yield wéapons. MX,
on the other hand, is 70 feet high, and, as I said, weighs
190,000 pounds, has four stages, and can carry up to 12 high-
yield weapons.

The First Phase of the MX program, which has
occurred from 1973 to the present, has focused on technology
for survivable basing as well as missile subsystems. To

respond to the erosion of fixed silo survivability, alternate
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basing concepts were developed, which would reduce any
advantage to the Russians might gain through a first strike
against U. S. ICBMs. Numerous concepts were -- were evaluated,
including air mobile and ground mobile modes.

The air mobile modes -- concepts basically consisted
of missiles carried and launched from airplanes, blimps, or
high-lift helicopters. These concepts were rejected because
of excessive cost and/or the necessary dependence or. warning
for survivability, which would have subverted the Triad
concept.

The ground mobile concepts were divided into unpro-
tected and protected alternatives. The unprotected concepts
consist of a missile on a transporter, moving at random,
in the open without protection.

Two examples are shown on thas chari to the left.

These concepts could not provide the needed
survivability against the Soviet threat. Thus, only the
protected ground mobile concepts proved to offer the required
survivability.

Of the protected concepts, the least cost alterna-
tives, which best satisfy the survivability requirement,
fall into a category called "multiple aimpoint" or MAP for
short. In each of the MAP concepts, a missile carried within
a canister and on a transporter can be mcved among a large
number of hardened, protective structures. An observer never
knows where the missile is located because the movement is
hidden from view entirely or the emplacement of the missile

is concealed. Since the location of the missile is unknown,
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY. CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 16
§ 1 an attacker must target each aimpoint to have any confidence
i 2 of destroying our ICBMS.
2 | 3 Two types of MAP concepts are shown in the slide.
x 4 In the trench concept, the aimpoints are hardened cylindrical i
| 5 structures, located below the surface, interconnected by i
i 6 thinner "soft" concrete cylindrical sections. The missile is ]
; 7 randomly moved from aimpoint to aimpoint. One missile per a
i 8 trench. In the vertical shelter concept, the missile is moved
5 9 above ground on a road network between a large number of
; 10 protective structures. The canisterized missile and its k
1 operational support equipment is housed in a vertical shelter | s
12 and sealed by a blast door. Other candidate MAP concepts
13 employing a road network will be discussed a little later.
i ! 14 I would like to depart for a moment and talk about
é 15 the development of Air Force Programs.
7 é 16 Major defense systems are required ~-- are acquired
E ; 17 in a step-by-step manner as illustrated on this slide. At
% % 18 the conclusion of each phase of the process, the Department
% % 18 of Defense conducts a major review. The decisions reached at | .
| § 20 a review are collectively called a milestone; and there are
3 21 four such miiestones. E
| 22 The MX program is presently approaching Milestone II.
23 At this milestone, a Defense System Acquisition Review Council |
24 will review the MX program and ultimately make recommendations § 1
25 regarding the manufacture of prototype missiles and vehicles, g
26 the basing mode and missile candidates that should be carried |

27 into full-scale development and the flight testing of the

28 prototype missiles.
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% 1 I wil). discuss these recommendations again a little
l 2 later,
3 I would like to say that it is an important point 5
4 to understand that MX is at a departure point, looking to go
5 to a phase where we build full-scale prototype versions of the
: 6 model of the missile and its support systems and then test
| 7 them to see that they meet the specifications prior to the
| 8 time we produce and deploy the system.
é 9 The MX program schedule is not firm. It will i
% 10 become more definite when the options are carefully reviewed i g
E 1 as part of the Milestone II decision process. é
g 12 Depicted here is a representative schedule which will g
E 13 give you an idea of the length of the program. ;
| ? 14 Shown on the schedule is a five-year, full-scale
' 15 engireering development program. The Air Force recognizes
16 that this phase of the program is necessary tc solve problems;

1

17 that is, to put things together at an affordable cost and on

18 schedule.

g 19 Along with performance, cost and schedule requirements, é
Z 20 consideration must also be given to avoiding or minimizing % :
4 21 adverse environmental effects. Accordingly, in the full-scale %
22 engineering phase, investigations will be carried on to be f
23 “on top" of environmental matters and to identify measures 3
24 to mitigate the environmental =ffects. j
25 On this small -- on this schedule, the small %
: 26 triangles represent and identify the MX environmental g
i 27 ]

statements as they are overlaid on our schedule.

‘ 28 It is the Air Force's expressed purpose to invite

Public Comments VI - 7-19




NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER

»

10

1

R

12
' 13

14

15

16

17

18

e e e ae

19

20

Tt

S

21

22

23

24
25
26
27

28

public involvement at major program decision points. As such,

" we have identified requirements for four environmental state-

ments. The first statement has been accomplished. It
pertained to an MX field activity which is now nearing

completion.

This field activity, known as the Trench Construction

and Test Project, was not started until a Final Environmental
Impact Statement was properly filed.

The schedule now showing gives you the steps which
were taken in processing the first statement. It received
wide distribution and there was a public hearing. This
project and the preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statement have provided invaluable experience in involving
the public in the MX program and in working measures to reduce
environmental impacts.

The second impact statement is the one now in
process, This statement looks at the environment to provide
information for the full-scale engineering development
decision. Thi3 =-- I will discuss this statement in more
detail in a moment,

Two additional impact statements for two follow-on
program decisions will be prepared and will go through the
same public review and approval process. The two remaining
decisions, * rich will be strongly influenced by the work
on-going during full-scale development, are the decisions on
the MX deployment area and, finally, the production and
deployment of the MX force.

I emphasize that the last two decisions will result
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1 from technical and environmental work performed during full-
2 scale engineering development.
3 The Milestone II statement deals in large part with

4 the testing of full-scale prototype missiles at Vandenberg

5 in an operationally configured basing mode.
6 I would now like to show you a film which describes
7 tne Minuteman flight testing activities that have been con-

8 ducted at Vandenberg. MX flight testing will be very similar.

9 The film will also show you work on the MX guidance and

i i it g

10 propulsion systems, This work will continue during full-scale

11 engineering development. i
12 May I please have the movie? ?
18 (Movie presevtation.) 3
14 COL. MOLNAR: Ladies and gentlemen, the Milestone II é
15 Statement consists of five volumes. Volume I presents a %
16 program overview. Volume II discusses the environmental l
17 impact of manufacturing 20 prototype full-scale missiles and

18 their support equipment. The envircnmental iwmpacts of missile

19 flight testing at Vandenberg are discussed in Volume III.
20 Volume IV presents the environmental impact associated with
21 the four candidate basing modes, and Volume V contains a

22 number of the support studies.

23 Volumes II through IV are structured as shown in
24 the slide to your left. I will be discussing the 'i
; 25 environmental information contained in these three volumes,
i 26 | but before doing so, I would like to repeat something I
7; 27 | talked about earlier. Some of you will be more interested in

28 the information of national interest. This is in Volumes II

29 |L_and IV, and I will talk about these first., Others, I know, |
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|
E 1 will be interested in project actions of a local nature, and
§ 2 in particular, the proposed Flight Test Program at Vandenberg.

; 3 As previously mentioned, this information is contained in
% 4 Volume IIX. I shall conclude this presentation with a
i 5 discussion of that volume.
? 6 The Milestone II Environmental Impact Statement
i 7 looks at three separate but very related objectives. These
% 8 are shown in pictorial manner on ihis graph. First, as shown
; 9 on the lower right, 2a environmental analysis was prepared

10 dealing with the manufacturing of prototype missiles and the

" support equipment such as missile transporters. Aas I will

12 describe in more detail a little later, the missile transporterT
. 13 are characterized by the basing mode. This was the basic
? 14 reason for a separate evaluation called the Basing )ode
E 15 Evaluation, as shown pictorially on the lower left.
é 16 In ordexr to characterize the total system as MX,
§ 17 and what it takes to launch it, we had to look at basing modes.
% 18 Ylight testing is required to verify operational
§ 19 readiness, so an environmental analysis was prepar:zd to
E 20 provide environmental information for flight testing decisions.
; 21 Full~scale engineering development of the MX
} 22 missile is basically a refinement of existing intercontinental
; 23 hallistic missile technology. The refinement is not expected
i 24 to cause new or otherwise significant environmental effects,
i 23 other than the expectad effects on capital and labor

7; 26 resulting from any multi-million-dollar projectt

} 21 Full-scale engineering development includes the

28 nanufacturing of prototype missiles and ground support
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1 equipment. The movie showed the work that has taken place

2 and will continue on the missile guidance and propulsion f :
3 systems. Complete prototype missiles will be required for |

4 boih ground test and a planned series of 20 flight tests.

5 Ground vehicles will also be developed. The general

6 types of vehicles vary subgtantially, as I said or as I 5
7 indicated, with basing mode. Thus, a basing mode decision is

8 required before the ground vehicles can be developed.

9 Here you see an illustration of one of the MX stage } 3
10 motors. Stage motors like these will be manufactured during i 3
11 the full-scale engineering development program to make up the

12 small nueber of prototype missiles which will be flight :
13 tested., - ;

14 Ground vehicles appropriate for the selected basing §
15 mode will also be developed during full-scale engineering ;
16 development. Vehicle characteristics vary substantially with |
17 basing mode, from the single transporter/emplacer used with %
18 the vertical shelter concept to multi-vehicles for use in %
19 the trench basing mode. i !
20 Three key issues have been raised at the National i
21 level. They are the allocation of money, competition for : ;
22 labor resources, and competition for natural resources.
23 This statement analyzed tﬁe environmental impacts on |
24 full-scale engineering development based on expenditures j
25 ranging from five to seven billion dollars. The actual cost !
26 may vary from this estimate, It could be lower. In any
27 event, this level of funding will stimulate economic growth. g
28 Development of MX will create a demand for some :
- Public Comments VI - 7-23 . ;
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NORMAN H. BOXLEY. CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 29
1 unemployed or alternatively employed aerospace workers to
2 reenter the industry, as well as an additional competition
3 among aerospace companies for currently employed workers.
4 Electrical energy and water will be used directly in
5 the industries which participate in the manufacture of missiles
6 and vehicles and indirectly by supporting industries. The
7 acceptability of these impacts will depend upon location.
8 In general, however, full-scale engineering development will
9 take place in established industries that have conducted
10 similar activities in the past.
11 Let us now consider mitigations. But first, in our
12 tewns, a mitigation is a measure taken to reduce an identified
13 impact to some acceptable level,
14 Impacts on manufacturing areas are primarily a
15 function of induced population growth. This statement is
16 being distributed to local governments, governmental agencies,
17 as a mitigation to help them in their planning prccess for
18 new growth, In all areas this growth is not expected to he
19 significant.
20 Impacts on testing areas represent an extension
21 of ongoing testing programs related to MX. The incremental
22 impacts of MX are sufficiently small so that no independent
23 mitigations are proposed beyond those now incorporated in the
24 operation of the test facilities.
25 Now, let's turn to Volume IV, and as I had indicated
26 previously, Volumes II and IV are closely linked.
27 A basing mode evaluation is closely tied to
28 full-scale engineering development, which ; have just covered,
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1 so I would like to now discuss the environmental impacts
2 related to alternate basing modes, and again, these are

3 contained in Volume IV,

4 The early selection of a basing mode will give the
5 MX designers and developers the opportunity to scope their

; 6 work toward specific designs for missile transporters and

7 associated ground support equipment. And as I showed you,

5 8 those equipments vary depending upon the basing mode.

during a: move. - !

9 To aid in the selection of a basing mode, the
10 candidate basing modes ware evaluated to obtain a comparison
E . ; " of their potential environmental impacts. This comparison,
12 together with performance, schedule and cost considerations, g
13 will provide decisionmakers with the necessary information to
14 make a balanced decision. j
f 15 Four modes were considered in the evaluation. They ' |
- ! 16 | are the vertical shelter, horizontal shelter, pool and hybrid
: 17 trench. ‘ _ E
18 The two shelter concepts and the pool are based on ]
3 19 moving a missile among a laxge number of protective shelters,
20 approximateliy 20 to 30 shelters per missile., All shelters must
2 be attacked to assure destruction of the missile force. E
22 The missile and its associated equipment are moved above ground i
: 23 on a road hétwork, so it must be shielded from observation i %
: 24 3

The launch sequence in each of ‘these concepts is

* ) 26 different. In the wvertical shelter, the canister is raised, f i
;ﬁf*‘“ | 2 the blast door and sy, port equipment jettisoned, and the ? B
28

ey L

7miﬁsile—is ejected. In the horizontal shelter, the i
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transporter drives out of the shelter before the canlster
is raised and missile ejected. The Canister in the pool
concept is elevated in place.

The trench concept, on the other hand, involves a
number of hardened cylindrical structures interconnected by
thinner concrete cylindrical sections. Outwardly, a trench
would look like a continuous concrete pipe anywhere from
10 to 20 miles long. Each trenchlwould consist of numerous
aimpoints, and a missile on a transporter would travel
randomly inside the tuke from aimpoint to aimpoint, providing
for location uncertainty. Each trench is buried several feet
below the surface, and in order to launch, the canister is
pushed through the concrete aad the missile is ejected.

In order for an aggressor Lo get a missil2, he must strike the
entire trench line.

Two classes of security concepts have been
identified. These are area security and point secu. _.
With area security, the entire regions in which missiles are
deployed are controlled and access by unauthorized personnel
is denied. The concept would involve the use of approximately
four million acres. In point security, only the area
immediately surrounding the aimpoint is controlled, or
approximately three acres per aim. And if you have on the
order of five thousand aimpointi, we're talking about
15,000, 20,000 acres. Access in the point security approach
is not éonttolled outside the immediate area, but some

structures in close proximity may be prohibited -- in close

proximity are prohibited, if they're not already there,
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because of safety precautions with the missile propellants.

Minuteman missiles are presently deployed using the
point security concept.

Shown on your right is a Minuteman missile in its
silo. The area that is closed off is shown in white. The
remaining area is accessible to everybody.

In order to evaluate the environmental impacts of
the basing modes under consideration, potential locations for
the MX missile had to be identified. Most of the geotech-
nically suitable areas for MX deployment fall into seven
physical-biological regions shown in this slide. Each of
these regions had a distinct physical/biological character
in terms of topography, soils, weather and the assemblage of
plants and animals. For this analysis, seven sample deployment
sites, called basing mode comparisons areas, or BiCAs, were
identified within these regions, within the physical/biological
regions. Fach BMCA, consisting of approximately 8,000 square
miles, is suitable for MX deployment.

Before I continue with the discuse' - of the
environmental impacts of the candidate basing modes, let me
stress the fact that these basing mode comparison areas
are only examples. The actual candidate deplofment areas
will be identified in the next environmental impact statement.

It is entirely possible that more than one of the
identified candidate areas will be chosen, and the MX system
will be deployed in a dispersed or a "split" basing approach.
This approach may prove to be a mitigative measure for

environmental concerns regarding large land use.
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i
i 1 A comparison of the basing modes in terms of their
§ 2 potential impact on the environment is summarized in this
% 3 slide. The environmental concerns are shown on the left and
i 4 the modes are compared on the right.
; 5 For example, consider water quality and supply.
} 6 The pool mode requires mcre water than the horizontal ox
) { 7 vertical shel‘ers and more than the trench, combining both
- 3 8 construction and a 1l0-year operation. The tranch mode has
| i 9 high water requirements during construction for concrete and
] é 10 dust suppression. It also has more disturbed area, which
! 1 could cause erosion and degrade water quality. The pool mode
f 12 has reasonably high concentration water requirements and
E i 13 potentially high operational water requirements due to
F i 14 evaporation. Local variations in supply and distribution of
L Z 15 water may affect the significance of this impact.
. % 16 Indeed, the pool concept is not highly regarded as
F é 17 3 viable contender at this stage of the game, primarily
) 4 18 because of the concerns for water,
; % 19 The environmental impacts common to all basing
i 20 modes are as listed on the left-hand slide. They include:
é : 21 Exclusion of the public from portions of land; suspensicn of
?’ 22 current or planned land uses; disruption of surface area by
Ei 23 construction of roads, shelters, tranches and support equipment
§ - : 24 disruption of archaeological sites; degradation of natural
3 ; 25 views; consumption of large quantities of natural resources
i 26 such as water and cement; generation of dust because of
g; 27 construction activities; increased traffic; generation of
? ga 28 air pollution from fossil-fuel-burning equipment; and the
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disruption of habitats and creation of stress on animals.

Mitigative measures are currently being considered
and will be developed during full-scale enginearing
development. Candidate measures will be evaluated and screened
for their effectiveness in reducing impacts. The selected
ones will be incorporated into the Air Force's Environmental
Protection Plan. The mitigation program is a dynamic one in
which new measures will be considered as appropriate.
Consideration is currently being given to a number of potential
mitigation measures.

Let us take, for example, pre-construction site
surveys will be conducted to determine the location of
archaeological sites such that they may be avoided, where
possible, by altering the basing layout., However, if
necessary, artifacts and archaeological remains, which may
be disturbed during construction, will ke examined,
catalogued and, where appropriate, reinterred or collected
and deposited in museums.

As another example, consider the minimizing of
habitat disruption and stress on animals. Critical habitats
will be avoided and, where possible, construction schedules
modified so that noise-and other disruptive activities will
not severely impact breeding, nesting and feeding patterns.
Local, state gnd federal wildlife experts will be consulted.

Volume III of the Impact Statement contains the
environmental analysis for missile flight testing at Vandenberg.
The flight tests include placing a prototype missile in a

full-scale portion of a prototype Multiple Aimpoint Facility
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and performing launch activities, These missile tests are
needed to validate the performance of the missile system and
to define any additional development to meet the performance
and cost objectives of the program. Since this program is a
continuation of existing flight test activities common to
Vandenberg Air Force Base, the Air Force has determined that
they should continue at this location.

Vandenberg is the busiest launch complex in the free
world., Since the first launch, in December 1958, it has
averaged over 70 launches a year for a total of approximately
1,400. Over 500 of these launches have been Minuteman ICBM
launches. Minuteman launches comprised over 60 percent of
all Vandenberg Air Force Base launches during 1977.

MX test launches will be similar to the Minuteman
I, IT and III tests and operational exercises currently
performed on the base. As you recall, the movie presentation
showed some of the activities for launch of Minuteman missiles
at Vandenberg.

Vandenberg is the only site in the United States
from which operational Air Force ICBMs and polar-orbiting
space satellites are launched. It is the pioneer missile
base of the Strategic Air Command and the Headquarters of
SAC's lst Strategic Aerospace Division., The Space and Missile
Test Center, located at Vandenberg, operates the Western Test
Range for the Air Force Systems Command.

The missile and basing mode development test programs

comprise the developmental testing of MX components and systems

This testing phase includes approximately 20 flight tests of
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the missile.

The primary objective of the Missile Flight Test
Program is the developmental and interim operational test and
evaluation of the missile and canister systems. This process
includes tests and analyses necessary to support subsystem
development and initial flight testing.

The Missile Flight Test Program to be conducted at
Vandenberg includes facilities construction, equipment
installation and checkout, system integration testing,
missile ejection tests and missile flight tests.

Land use will depend upon the selected basing mode.

For three or four shelters, be they vertical, horizontal or

pool in type, the test site will require approximately 55 acres
For the trench, two two-mile-long trenches would be constructed

requiring approximately a hundred acres -- hundred eight acres.

Existing land area at Vandenberg will be used. No new land is
required.

MX test and support facility needs at Vandenberg
have been identified, have been determined from a
functional analysis of development test requirements. The
final definition of construction requirements will be
accomplished during the early phases of full-scale development
to support the iilitary Construction Program and its funding
cycle. For planning purposes, support facilities have been
identified to support MX weapon system test program at
Vandenberg, and these facilities are shown on the chart to
the right.

Detailed cost estimates for each facility are not
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W

{
f % 1 yet available, but dollar estimates of fifty million dollars

: 2 in 1977 dollars have been proposed for the construction of the
3 required facilities. Every effort is being made to use
4 existing facilities to reduce overall costs.
5 It is estimated that our construction will span i

3 6 about two years.

i 7 Four candidate siting areas are currently under } ;
8 consideration as potential locations for the MX test facili~ i

9 ties at VAndenberg. These are the facilities that actually

22 flight testing at that site, :

10 launch the missile. These four areas are identified as
11 Shuman Canyon, San Antonio Terrace, Burton Mesa and Lompoc i
% 12 Terrace, g
? 13 To assess potential site-specific impacts of the. %
i ? 14 project, prototype conceptual layouts have been §roduced §
; é 15 for each candidate siting area for both trench and discrete ;
§ 16 basing mode options. A conscious effort has been made to ;
? 17 select siting arrangements that minimize adverse ecological ?
} | 18 and archaeological impacts while meeting the anticipated 3
g— 19 requirements of the project. ?
éi | 20 I will now show you several photographs of each
E‘ ‘ 2 site and discuss the physical/biological impacts of missile Q

} 23 This site ~- this slide, looking north, shows the ;

,; 24 Casmalia Hills in the background. The community of Casmalia

§ 25 is located approximately three miles to the east, that is,

{ 26 to the right of the photograph. The ocean is to the left. 4
] g; 21 This area has the highest density of multiple use

gt 28 archaeological sites, and thus could require extensive
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2 The rolling terrain visible in the photograph,
3 with slopes in excess of 10 percent, is unacceptable for the
4 shelter basing mode but prevents construction of trenches.

5 And we are still looking at parts of Shuman Canyon.

6 Two existing Minuteman silos are shown in the slide.
In fact, one of the launches you saw in the movie was from

8 this area.

~

9 The slide now shows a view of San Antonio Terrace,

10 looking east.

l 1 The differences between the vegetation types

12 within the San Antonio Terrace is visible in this slide.

13 The stabilized sand dunes are in the foreground and the

14 disturbed grasslands are in the background.

15 There are a large number of archaeological rasources 3
16 in this area, but careful siting could avoid major impacts. ?
17 Further development of mineral resources, more

18 specifically oil, may interfere with MX flight testing

19 activities at this site,
% 20 San Antonio Terrace is south and adjacent to Shuman
f 21 Canyon.

22 This site contains stabilized sand dunes covered

| 23 by chaparral vegetation. The sandy area to the left is
24 called a "blow-out," where the dunes again become active.
25 The project has been tentatively laid out in the j
26 northeast portion of this site, which is covered by disturbed ,_§
27 grasslands and is -not as ecologically important -as the
28 stabilized dunes. |

|
il
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Further south lies the Burton Mesa candidate siting
area. The original Atlas launch facilities are located here
and some of the buildings could be used to support the MX
flight testing activities.

The predominantly inland wind direction and the
nearness of onbase and offbase housing make potential air
quality impacts high in this area.

Burton Mesa has large areas of the unique Lompoc
chaparral. In addition, the least tern nests to the west and
the unarmored three-spined stickleback resides within the area
of influence of this candidate site. Both of these species
are listed as rare or endangered. Biological resources could
place constraints on extensive construction activities at this
site.

Lompoc Terrace is the southernmost candidate
siting arw:a being considered within Vandenberg. Siting of the
project nere would place additional strain on Ocean Avenue's
traffic and would have the highest potential noise impact
upon the established community.

The area is covered by disturbed grassland and is
currently being used for grazing.

The proposed support facilities within this site
would be laid out in the foreground, with the launching
facilities to the west, near the ocean.

The Bear Creek and Lompoc fault zones could impact
the project in this area, thus requiring additional engineering
design work and the resultant increase in construction costs.

In summary, there are positive and negative aspects
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- I 1 regarding the utility of each site for MX flight testing
| 2 activities. MHere are some examples. Mineral resources, oil,
3 could rule out the biologically accegptable portion of San
% i 4 Antonio Terrace. Lompoc Terrace is biologically and
i 5 archaeologically favorable, but because of relative nearness
2 ! 6 to the developed community, there are traffic and noise
g 7 considerations. The biologically acceptable Shuman Canyon is
| 8 in an area of archaeological sensitivity. The biological
; 9 resources must be considered in looking at Burton Mesa.
E 10 The results of the environmental impact analysis
% 1 presented in this statement, along with information provided
i 12 by you, the public, will be carefully reviewed by the Base
f 13 Commander, the Base Facility Board, the Division Commander
§ 14 :nd the Strategic Air Command prior to the selection of a
: 15 site and conmmencement of MX activities. 7
16 Four hundred million dollars will be spent on the
’ 17 construction and operation of the MX test program at
18 Vandenberg as broken down and shown in the slide on your
19 left. Total construction jobs resulting from MX, both direct

f 20 | and indirect, include about 50 in 1980, 1,000 in 1981,
‘ 21 ipcrease to 1,600 in 1982, and fall back to 400 in 1983.
22 Now, as many of you know, the. Air Force is
- 23 interested in using Vandenberg for two new projects. Along

24 with MX, there is the Space Shuttle. The two projects will

E

25 have a cumulative effect on growth. Assuming current

26 schedules, this slide shows the number of jobs that will be

27 generated by both projects between 1980 and 1983, The jobs

28 are broken down into direct construction jobs, indirect jobs
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in North County and indirect jobs in South County. The
current shuttle .schedule peaks in 1980, whereas MX peaks in
1982, Because of the similarity of certain jobs, MX can
therefore be viewed as minimizing the decline in the work
force. As an additional note, MX activities will be on the
increase as some Minuteman testing activities decrease.

The socioeconomic impacts of the MX program will
be an increase in the demand for housing and support services,
as well as an increase in the demand for water, energy,
materials, et cetera. The significance of these impacts
could be reduced by constructing temporary housing, possibly
on Vandenberg Air Force Base, and by arranging cooperative
Air Force-Community Advanced Planning efforts.

The environmental effects associated with the
flight testing at Vandenberg are summarized in this chart.
Surface disruption will occur as a result of road and
facility construction. There will also be soil erosion and
alterations of ground water circulation patterns. Runoff
will increase the amount of suspended sediments in nearxby
surface water. The additional traffic will increase
vehicular and particulate emissions. Habitats will be
disrupted and animals may be stressed. The demand for
housing and associated resources, as well as for community
services, will increase and some archaeological sites may be
disrupted ~--disturbed.

Mitigation measures will be built into the Air
Force's Environmental Protection Plan prior to the commence-

ment of any construction activities. Measures currently
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under consideration include the following.

Careful site selection and the placement of
structures, maintenance of drainage patterns, revegetation and
distribution of spoils piles to minimize surface disruptions.

Compaction of spoils, revegetation and liquid
waste pile cleanup plans to minimize hydrological impacts,

Revegetation and temporary‘ground covering to
decrease the quantity of suspended sediment in water.

Dust suppression measures, vehicular emission
controls and scheduling of activities to reduce traffic
congestion to minimize air quality impacts.

Location of roads and structures and the restriction
of human activities to the site to minimize habitat disruption.
Rescheduling activities to avoid breeding and/or immigration --
or migration seasons.

Rescheduling activities, soil stabilization, control
of runoff by revegetation and confinement of activities to
minimize aquatic disruptions.

Careful advanced planning, coordination with local
governmental and civic entities and construction of temporary
housing t0 minimize socioeconomic impacts.

Careful site selection, examination, cataloging
and collection or reburial of remains to minimize archaeo-
logical disruptions.

Ladies and gentlemen, the purpose of the full-scale
development effort is three~-fold: To evolve an MX program
system which meets the strategic needs of the country at an

acceptable cost and schedule; to perform sufficient flight
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testing so that the system can proceed into the next phase,
namely, production and deployment, with minimal risks; and
to evaluate and analyze the environmental concerns and
develop appropriate mitigative measures.

To carry out these purposes, it takes time. If you
can racall, back in the schedule, it is a five-year program.

The decisions to be made for Milestone II involve
the manufacturing of 20 full-scale production MX missiles,
the selection of a basing mode so that the MX weapon system
can be characterized in full, and lastly, flight testing at
Vandenberg from a prototype basing mode facility.

The existence of an MX weapon system will allow the
U, S. to preserve its policy of peace through doterrent
strength. The land-based intercontinental ballistic migsiles
force is being threatened by the continuing build-up of
Soviet ICBHM capabilities. MX is an Intercontinental Ballistic
Missile with a multiple aimpoint basing mode that will give
the U. S. a survivable land-based force.

With these words, I would like to conclude, and
thank you very much.

COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Colonel Molnar.

I think I'd like to remind everybody that if they
desire to make a statement, please fill out one of these
three-by-five cards with your name, address and the
organization that you represent, and give it to one of our
people either in the aisles or at the front of the auditorium.
As soon as we come back from a short ten-minute recess here,

why, we'll start off with statements from people who desire

vl - 7-38 Public Comments

|
i
&
i
¥
"
+
|
|
|
¥
i
i
|
i
|
|

|

f

{ e o #  oeme —e n
|

DURPRY T TR

i
1
i
H




10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

28

EE T i s Ty T o e T e e e s s em e e

NORIAAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 7

to make them. After that we'll accept questitns from the
floor.

Let's recess for ten minutes.

(Recess from 8:45 P.M. to 9:00 P.M.)

COL. SMITH: Call the hearing back to order. At this
point in the hearing, we're going to have the presentations
or persons who desire to make statements. I have the names
of several persons who desire to make statements.

Once again, when your name is called, if you could
step down to the podium in front of the auditorium, on your
right and my left, and step right up and make your statement.
If you're representing a particular group, ten minutes, we'd
appreciate it, five minutes if you're representing only
yourself or not representing a particular group.

The first name that I have is Joyce Howerton,

238 South J Street, Lompoc, Califorxnia.

MS. JOYCE HOWERTON: I'd just like to read a short

prepared statement.
I question the legal and moral limitation imposed
on individuals and groups by having just one hearing in Lompoc,
a somewhat remote area, with little publicity statewide, on
an issue that will affect all of our lives. Since the five-
volume Environmental Impact Statement did not come out until
July, there was little time to look at it, review it and
be able to speak to it. We can only make educated guesses
as the environmental dangers the new war tool will provide,
There is a growing number of people who will not

stand by and allow the Pentagon to use billions of dollars
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to develop a weapon that brings us one step closer to a
nuclear war. We want our money spent on human needs. We
are in the midst of an economic crisis. We have hundreds of
people that have no food. We have sick and aged who can't get
help. People, not the military, should be the natiop's
number cne priority.

The United States must take the first step towards
disarmament. There will never be world peace if we continue
to prepare for war.

I would also like to add my voice to the ﬁany who
protested the simulated nuclear explosion that took place
today. I feel the assurance of the defense nuclear agency
that no damage would occur to the area or the wildlife
is as unbelievable as PG&E telling us that the Diablo
Nuclear Powerplant can withstand earthquakes.

We must stop all nuclear power and weapons
development now. We won't be given many more chances.

I would also like to point out that one of the
things you continued to say in your statement was that "We
want a public input," and yet we are speaking to ourselves
here. Or you're speaking to yourselves. I think it's fair
to guess that the majority of the people in this room are
military connected.

I think that we should have these hearings held
all over the United States so that people, and I mean all
the people, have a chance to speak to this issue. They need
to be able to speak to it on every aspect. And I feel this

is very unfair.
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; 1 I have a list of groups ~-- these are a very small !
: 2 group of people who contgctgd‘me today and asked me to submit

3 this letter saying that they would like to have input. There 1

4 are hundreds and hundreds of groups that are going to insist

on the right to speak to this issue, so I would hope you'd

wm

6 pay attention,
7 Who do I give the list to?
8 COL. SMITH: You could give it to me, please. Do you

g9 degire to read this list?

10 MS. HOWERTON: Well, I can if you like.
1 COL. SMITH: Well, okay, I'll attach it as an exhibit. L

12 Whatever you'd like to do.

)

j 13 MS. HOWERTON: Okay, let me read it first.

| }

! 14 It's the Abalone Alliance, which is a statewide =
15 antinuclear group in California; Clergy and Laity Concerned,

16 in California and in Colorado; the Nebraskans for Peace, in 3
17 Nebraska; the Animal Defense Council, in Arizona; the

18 Alliance for Survival in Los Angeles.

’ 19 COL. SMITH: Thank you very much. ;

20 We'll mark this as Exhibit No. 1, to be attached 2

2 21 to the transcript of the hearing. —é
22 The next name that I have to speak is a Liz 5

Y
AV TP

23 Clingman of the Community Development Department, City of
24 Lompoc.

25 Ms, Clingman.

26 MS. LIZ CLINGMAN: Good evening. I won't introduce

27 myself again since the gentleman just introduced me. 3

28 I am here representing the City of Lompoc and I >
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would like to address four issues which the city is
particularly concerned about.

First, a question that immediately came to mind is
that there is housing and employment data on the Space
Shuttle in the MX EIS. This data is not consistent with
what is in the Space Shuttle final EIS. On the advice of
the Shuttle office, the city is assuming that the data in the
MX EIS is the most accurate because it is the most recent,
but we feel that this should be clarified in the final EIS.

Secondly, the city is very concerned on the issue
of transient construction workers and how housing will be
provided.

Thirdly, we would like to point out that the
population projections used in the EIS on the i4X are no
longer in use by the City of Lompoc and that more up-to-date
projections should be obtained, and we are very willing to
give these projections to the consultants upon request.

And fourth, the transportation impact stated in the
MX EIS are not as explanatory as we'd like to see it.

Now, the City Engineer, Jim Dixon, who is the
second name on that card, will be addressing those issues.

With regard to point two on transient construction
workers, the city's vacancy rate for multi-family housing is
currently 4.5 percent or appro¥imately a hundred and twenty
vacant units. This is hardly sufficient to accommodate the
potential growth in transient construction workers expected
from the three projects that will be going on concurrently:

the LNG, the Space Shuttle and MX. The city also does not

7-2
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have appropriately zoned available land to be developed into
a mobile home park to accommodate transient workers. It is
our hope that the Air Force and/or on-base civilian

contractors will make a commitment to develop facilities for

transient construction workers on the base. We hope that this| 7-3

housing will be compatible with environmental standards and

it will be attractive enough that the workers will prefer to

settle in this area instead of going to Lompoc looking fox
housing.

In regards to population projections -- by the way,
all of this is addressed to the third volume of the Environ-

mental Impact Statement -- they state that in 1380, the

projected population for the City of Lompoc is 58,000 people -17-4

obviously that's far too high -- and in 1990, 71,000 people.
More accurate projections for the Lompoc community,

including Vandenberg Village and Mission Hills Mesa Oaks,

are 36,212 in 1980 and 41,386 in 1990, These are the
city's high projections.
Now I'd like to defer to Jim Dixon to discuss the
transportation problem.
COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Ms., Clingman.
The next name on the list is indeed that of
Mr., Jim Dixon, the City Engineer, City of Lompoc.

MR. JIM DIXON: I have two basic areas of Volume IIIX

that I'd like to address. One is page 341. I'd like to point

out that the Regional Transportation Plan no longer shows the |7-5

Lompoc bypass. The second is Table 3-33. The table shows

1981 baseline volumes peak hcur. We find these volumes are

Public Comments WI - 7-43

Mt ks e




Vi - 7-44 Public Comments

rm___.w__.._w.-- R e 1
= i ' T o s T ' ‘ 7 l -
NORMAN H BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 42 :
1 less than our current peak-hour volumes we're experiencing
2 and we feel the volume should be looked at some more. The
3 volumes were taken on H Street at the Santa Ynez River. We ;;;t)
4 feel a better place to observe these volumes would be where
1 5 we're experiencing congestion currently. That would be
[ | 6 closer to Ocean Avenue in the downtown area. j
: 7 Thank you. ‘
? 8 COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Mr. Dixon. i
‘ 9 The next speaker that I have is a Mr. L. L. Byron,
% 10 Vandenberg Air Force Base.
i 11 Mr. Byxon,
3 ' 12 MR, L. L. BYRON: I have several questions here that I i
; 13 want to address. §
7 g 14 WOfking with the military for a long period of over %
- ; 15 30 years -- you mentioned ~- on your slots earlier this %
3 E 16 evening you show five things. You mentioned the MX -- and é
f % 17 I'm referring to one of the pictures that was up there, and %
' % 18 it had five categories: The MX deterrence, Strategic Forxces, j
. ! 19 the Triad, the ICBMs and the Threat. é
% 20 The three questions that I want to address this to é
| 21 first: Is there any recognition of enemy birds being taught }
22 to our people, to recognize any of the enemyrbirds in case =
23 they should launch? 5
24 _ That's one. Number two is the quick recovery
i 25 case-ability of -- recoverability that we would have in case
? 26 of an attack; and number three, which is as critical, if not )
? 27 more so than thg other categories mentioned, is quality
g: 28 assurance involvement.
:
¥
¥
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In all of these things in this impact -- pictures
that you have been showing no reference was made in the
ccnceptual phase, in the flight test phase, or any of the
other phases shown, and I pose these questions as good food
for thought because they all have a direct bearing on this
Impact Environment Statement on the different categories that
you have mentioned.

COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Mr. Byron. I'm going
to ask that Colonel Molnar and his people hold off answering
those questions until we have the statements. Colonel Molnar
has notes down of the questions and we'll perhaps have them
answered first. In the event that we can't remember them
all, could you repeat them again if it becomes necessary?

The next name that I have on the list here is a
Mr. Tom W. Rodda, I believe it is, R-o-d-d-a, of the Bureau
of Land Management, Riverside, California.

Mr. Rodda.

And I should also mention that Mr. Rodda submitted
a five-page document, which will be marked as Exhibit No. 2
and will be attached to the transcript.

MR, TOM W. RODDA: Thank you.

Rather than read the presentation that you have,
I would just like to stress particularly the importance of,
before the Final Environmental Statement on the Milestone II,
we would urge you very strongly to meet with the Bureau of
Land Management at Riverside, California, our Desert Planning
Staff., I -- the paper presents what I think are factual

information about the importance of public lands, and I would
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like =-- really strongly urge an early meeting prior to the
Final Statement in Milestone II to clarify whether or not the
basing mode selection will be done after Milestone II, prior
to Milestone III; just when will you select a basing mode and
a security system?
Do I make myself clear?
COL, MOLNAR: Yes.,
MR. RODDA: Thank you very much.
COL., SMITH: Thank you very much, Mr. Rodda. OUnce again
I'm going to ask that Colonel Molnar hold off on answering
the question at this time, and we'll continuve on with the
statements and then turn to answering questions.
The next name of a speaker that I have is
Hs. Doree Webb, Board of Supervisors Staff Assistant for
the County of Santa Barbara.
Ms., Webb.

MS. DOREE WEBB: I do not —-

COL. SMITH: Could you speak up?
MS. WEBB: I'm not here to speak. I'm just listening.
COL. SMITH: Okay. Fine then. I had a card here with
7your name on it. Excuse me,
The next speaker that I have is Mr. Charles

C. Carmichael of the Lompoc Valley Economic Development

Association.
Mr. Carmichael,

MR, CHARLES C. CARMICHAEL: Well, I would like to

address the group that Lompoc, some years back, in 1958, was

a fairly small community, and the rapid growth, from 5,500 to
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approximately 46,000 has heen based primarily on the economy
stimulated by Vandenberg Air Force Base. We are basically a
bedroom community supporting this facility. If we don't
support these various programs wien they come in, then our
economy and our high unemployment rate is going to worsen.

We are currently at ten percent unemployment rate and it is

econonmy .

I don't believe that the young lady who was up
here representing the city with a philosophy of "no growth"
basically speaking, really represents the elected body of
this community. I don't believe that it's the position of
the city council.

I believe that the city should take the position
of insuring that we have the housing to support the program.

Currently we have a vacancy rate of four percent.
We still have some un =-- or, vacant land in the residential

areas, quite a bit of it if it's developed. We have a

.congsiderable amount of land to the north of here that can be

developed.

And ‘I think that it is incumbent upon this
community to support these programs in detail.

Thank you.

COL. SMIfH: Thank you very much, sir,

That's all of the cards that I have with names of
speakers. Is there anybody else who would desire to present
a statement-at this time?

I see a hand over here. If the person could step -
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5 group? Anything eize?

6 COL., SMITH: Please, and any other information that you

NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 46
i
;
% 1 up to the podium and present the statement. Please state your
% 2 name and address and the name of any group or organization
% 3 that you may be representing.
- % 4 MS. SANA PETERSON: Do you want my name, my address, my
§
%
i
{

7 feel may he helpful.

% 8 MS., PETERSON: Okay. My name is Sana Peterson. Ny
% 9 address is 809 Florence Street, Santa Barbara.
% 10 My group is =-- it's a big group of pezople that are
E 11 against nuclear developments. We really think that it's an
L ; 12 ingidious -- insidious evil, destructive force.
: ? 13 Anyway, I don't know the particulars, all these
§ 14 details that you've been presenting us with; I have no films
15 or anything, but as far as the arms race that, you know,
§ i6 you say peéce comes through a -- something of strength.

17 Anyway, it shows strength or something. I want to say the

o e ey

e e et amt v sl i . Pl 1 e %

18 arms race never ends. It provides no security, no peace and
19 no rest from the strife and the fear and the waste of human
! 20 energy. It's a nightmare. And I'm in it, too, and we're all

21 in this nightmare together; and I long for us to wake up, but

;
]
£
b
g
¥
.

22 we're very deeply asleep and apart from the truth of light,

23 which is not peace through paranoia and peace through being

24 able to dealdeath.

25 The most dire crimes are committed in a similar

26 manner that we're considering this. There's reasons, there's
27 rationales, there's planning, there's calculating, and it

28 makes it no less a crime.

-a

-~
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There's no spot on our land that deserves the
desperation of being turned into a subway or mechanized
nuclear death. There's sc -- oh, we need so much, and that
we don't need.

Our technology and this money, it could be spent,
it could be spent -- I'm not really technology. There's
things we could do, transportation things, cleaner energy,

a lot of places this money could be spent and jobs could be
made that would last. These jobs that are going to be made,
you show in the very graph of it, they go away in a few years;
and all the people move to Lompoc, their jobs disappear and
then you've got unemployment worse than you had before.

I mean, I'm not an economist, but that's logical
to me. I see it, you know, if you have ten percent and
you're supporting it, you're going to have, you know, twelve
percent as you increase your population. It's no solution.

The peace that we all enjoy right now sitting here
in this lovely room with all cur lovely friends, it doesn't
derive from this kind of peacemaking., It derives from what
we share. We all share. All human beings, the Russians.
Peace. It's our planet, it's our home, it's our life, it's
all our God-given things. That's peace. This is a nightmare.

Thank you.

COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Ms. Peterson.

Do we have any other persons who desire to present
a statement? )

I see a hand over here, sir, If you c9uld step to

the microphone and please identify yourself.

Public Comments VI - 7-49

"



e

e 4% i e 17 e g £

B

! 10
11
12

13

15
16

17

18
19
20
* 21
|
i 22
{ .
24
{
! 25
26
27

28

T
'

o T

i

NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER 48

MR. BEN COLLIERS: My name is Ben Colliers. I reside

at 216 Amherst Place in Lompoc, and I'd just like to say
something in regards to these comments.

First of all, it's great to talk about peace. It
would be a wonderful thing in this world today if we could
all have peace. But let's not forget one thing. We've got
some people over there on the other side of the ocean that's
ready to throw that stuff at us if they have to do it.

Now, I can see this talk about peace, but we're
sitting here tonight. If we didn't have the Strategic Air
Command, if we didn't have the weapons systems which we have,
how long do you think that we would have that Star Spangled
Banner flying up above? You'd hetter believe it would be
the Hammer and Sickle, and don't forget it.

Thank you.

COL. SMITH: Thank you very much, Mr., Colliers,

Do we have any other persons who desire to present
statements here this evening?

I don't see any other hands up.

Since, apparently, there are no further speakers,
let's turn to the questions of the evening, and essentially
we already have some questions. Colonel Molnar, would you
like at this time to either answer or have appropriate
persons angwer some of the questibns presented?

COL. MOLNAR: Mr. Bryon, Byron, do I understand your
first question as follows? Can we recognize a Soviet launch?
MR. BYRON: Can we recognize --

COL. MOLNAR: Can we recognize the weapons coming in?
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MR, BYRON: That is correct, sir.

COL. MOLNAR: Those weapons are traveling at very, very
high speed and not visible to the human eye.

MR, BYRON: The point that I brought up, the fact I
brought up, sir, was this, the recognition of enemy birds, are
there any classes being taught where our people can recognize
those at the present time?

COL. MOLNAR: Re-entry vehicles cannot be recognized by
the human eye.

MR. BYRON: The second question is what is our quick
recovery capability in case of attack? That was the second
question.

COL. MOLNAR: Okay. Let me try to answer it this way.
In the first place, I'll go back and I say that the aim of
our Strategic Forces is deterrence -- okay? -~ and that is
to pose for any planner the impossibility that he can destroy
our ICBM system so that we cannot retaliate and our
recoverability, therefore, exists in the fact that no matter
what he throws, we will have sufficient retaliatory capability
so that we can knock out his economic system, and that
reduces his incentive to shoot at us.

If you'll look at the 1980 -- mid-1980 projection,
the ICBM capability of the country could be reduced so that
it would be ineffective in responding and therefore give
somebody the opportunity of a launch to reduce the strength
of the IBMs so that, if we did shoot back, we conld not
destroy their quick recovery capability, and therefore give

them a hand up.
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j 1 The recoverability that I think you're talking about
2 exists in the survivability of the force. The survivability
{ 3 of the force poses a problem to the Russian planner that says
; 4 that it's nonsense for him to shoot at us in the beginning.
§ 5 It's the essence of deterrence and the aim and reason for
; 6 why we employ the nuclear systems. We do not want to shoot.
i 7 Now, the last guestion that you had dealt with,
§ 8 I think, some technical aspect?
E i 9 MR. BYRON: Quality assurance, sir. Quality assurance.
\ g 10 No reference was made anywhere throughout that entire group
? 1 of pictures --
12 COL. MOLNAR: Yes, sir.
. 13 MR. BYRON: ~- where gquality assurance would be
% 14 involved from the conceptual stage throughout the total
L 5 15 spectrum of all the different pictures that were shown.
g 16 COL. MOLNAR: All right. Let me see if I can answer
g % 17 that., For everything that's built by us, under contract,
é £ 18 quality assurance is required. It's in the contract someplace.
é i 19 Okay? And it's the responsibility, the assigned responsi-
é i 20 bility, of the contractor who takes on the contract to follow
?” ! 21 through on guality assurance aspects. They are part of the
i . 22 Military Specifications that are put out when we put out our
1 23 request for proposals. So we do have quality assurance in
; 24 our program, We have it at the subsystem level. We also
: 25 have it at the system level.
: 26 Did I help, Mr. Byron?
? 27 MR. BYRON: You did partially, sir, but what I had
1 gt 28 reference to is where Air Force quality assurance is involved.
‘ ¥
%
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In other words, to what extent and where are our people going
to be involved in all five categories? Because we monitor
the activities of all these various contractors in aircraft,
in electronics, submarines, the whole total spectrum, we

have AFQAs that monitor the contractor's efforts. That's
what I had reference to, along in consonant with the
contractors' inspectors. That's the phase that I had
reference to, tying them both together.

COL. MOLNAR: I'll make the following comment. The

intercontinental ballistic missiles systems produced by this

country are of the highest quality, the highest reliability

that they can be, and I'm sure that quality assurance, you
know, is uppermbst in the conduct of the development of the
system, the manufaéturing and ultimate deployment of the
system, and that's the best answer that I can give.

COL, SMITH: Colonel, I think there were some other

questions. Could you proceed on with them, please, answering

those?

COL. MOLNAR: Mr. Rodda? I believe your question was

when will a basing mode selection be made?
Yes.

MR. RODDA:

COL. MOLNAR:

When will we choose between vertical
shelters or horizontal shelters or hydro-trench? We have =--
we would like to have that decision made as part of the
dilestone II decision. But that decision can come in various

forms. You can pick one, say, vertical shelter, and go with

that as the sole mode. I believe the decision could be made

as part of the Milestone II process that says the vertical
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|
% 1 shelter may be the primary way to go, with some backup, say, |
% 2 in-line hydro-trench. That's also a decision. | ]
E 3 It would be most helpful if there was a decision on 1
{ 4 the basing mode based on the fact that we're going to be

5 building, along with the missile, its support equipment, and
6 unfortunately, it's different from the mode. So the reason
7 that we would like to have the mode selected is so that we

8 can scope the problems of building the support equipment.

9 It is one of the elements that's involved in the

10 decision IX of the lMilestone (I decision. 1t's one of the

1 reasons why we provided the environmental information that we

12 provided. We put it in a separate volume.
{

13 ' The security system. The security system will be

b iad

14 studied throughout full-scale engineering development.

15 We recognize that there are certain things that

N

16 point security can mitigate in an environmental sense., It's

17 a technical challenge compared to air security from the i

18 standpoint of concealment of the missile.
19 I am sure that when we look at people's regards for

20 the land required in the area of security-versus-pocint security

T, R e

: 21 arena, that we will work hardest on the point security system. 3

22 It's the most mitigative against environmental impacts,
23 particularly land use and land access.
24 Is that a satisfactory answer? 1

25 MR. RODDA: Yes, it is, and I appreciate your candor.

26 | I would urge that the final statement clarify this because we

Sy

27 | nad -- our Sacramento office took it that that decision would

R

28 | be a Milestone III decision. I read it, it would be aftex
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Milestone II.

COL. MOLNAR: Okay.

MR, RODDA: There was a lot of confusion.

COL. HMOLNAR: Yes, sir. The confusion is that we are
not at this stage of the game making a deployment area site
selection, What we did, in order to get a handle on the
impacts associated with the basing modes, was to put those
basing modes into areas which we have ascertained at this
time to be geotechnically suitable for the deployment of MX.

Let me explain what I mean by geotechnically suit-
able. It's the place where you can build trenches or the
place that you can build shelters against some given criteria.
Okay?

Examples of where we can't build are parks, Indian
reservations, cultural sorts of things.

There were some constructability aspects associated
with site selection. You can't build a trench if the water
table is ten feet down and the trench is buried twenty-five
feet.

That's how we ascertained at this stage of the
game what were suitable lands for the deployment. Then what
ve did was, with that information, looked at what we call
sample areas contained into a subdivision of those geotechnical
areas we call physical/biological regions. Those were places
where topography and certain other aspects all look the same.
If you clump them and they look the same, they make the
analysis much simpler. But you can move these what we call

basing mode comparison areas i:ack and forth within the
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: 1 physical/biological regions.
i 2 We didn't move the physical/biological regions
i 3 within the geotechnically suitable areas.
i 4 We are not ready today to make a point deployment
% 5 area site selection. What we did was look for fundamental
| 6 information that we needed to go along with the other
1 7 information that we have gathered so that we could provide
_ 8 this all to the decisionmakers.
g9 That was -- it's a practical way of doing the job

10 right. And we don't do it hypothetical. We didn't do that.
1 We have been working with the problem of where we're going

12 to deploy the system and we've joined the two of them, but,

i

E

|

! 13 by no means, does that mean we're going to deploy in any given

; 14 one of those identified sample areas called basing mode

E 15 comparison areas.

3 16 The confusion arises in how fast are we going to
, % 17 get the deployment area site selection, and we're not there.
. } 18 MR. RODDA: Sir, perhaps I didn’'t make myself clear. I
% ? 19 understood that the site selection is way down --
20 COL. MOLNAR: Yes.

E 21 MR. RODDA: -~ several stages beyond where we're at now.

’ 22 COL. MOLNAR: Yes.

23 MR. RODDA: 1I'm saying, in response to your Draft

24 Statement, -~

.

1p

&

‘M—lﬂu‘ L i L

] 25 COL. MOLNAR: Yes.

j 26 MR, RODDA: =~ it i3 critical which mode and which
T

; 27 sacurity system --

? 28 COL. MOLNAR: Yes, sir.

§

i
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MR. RODDA: -- will go forward.

COL. MOLNAR: I understand.

MR. RODDA:

1f there will be more than one, will it go

into final engineering?

I read the statement indicating one would go into
it; another gentleman said he thought all four would go into
it.

I can't conceive how you could take them all into
final engineering. I would ask you to, in the Final. Statement,
clarify that, but I -- my main point was to urge early
coordination --

COL, MOLNAR:

Yes, sir.

MR. RODDA: =-- and careful consideration of the

California desert, which has the Congressional mandate that
I brought out in my paper.
COL.

MOLNAR: Yes, sir.

MR. RODDA: Thank you.

COL. SMITH: Do we have any other questions? We have

people with roving mikes. If you have a question, please
raise your hand and we'll see if we can't get somebody to you
in a hurry.
I think on the far side over there.
A VOICE:

I don't think I'll need a microphone. I think

I can probably be heard.

With regard to the prospect of potential oil
development on the -- what was it; the Burton Mesa area or
the San Antonio Terraceé -~ San Antonio Terrace, I believe,

has the Air Force considered the prospect of directional
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‘ 1 drilling in order to further enhance the likelihood of using
2 San Antonio Terrace for MX?
3 COL. SMITH: Colonel Molnar, whom do you --
4 COL. MOLNAR: Can we accept that as a question to get

5 back to you, please?

i

6 A VOICE: Certainly.
7 COL. SMITH: All right, in that connection, could we
8 please have the name and address to send the response to,
9 then?
f ; 10 COL. MOLNAR: We do have somebody that can respond to «
! 11 that, ,
t 12 MR. BILL FICK: I would respond to it to this extent. !
; 13 The mineral interests in the area are held by others and ‘
14 they're -~ if they have a proposal for developing any oil E
t 15 interests up there which included directional drilling or .
E 16 slant drilling or something like that, they can cexrtainly é
‘ 17 make it. I guess that's the point I'm saying. We've had
18 discussions with them about the development and whether or
19 not it's possible to have the two things compatible and so
20 sort of have the oil company make the point as to whether 1
21 or not various typcs of development are to be used. é
22 A VOICE: Real good. Thank you. E
| 23 COL. SMITH: The person responding to the question was

24 #r. Bill Fick, the Deputy Base Civil Engineer here at ;

25 Vandenberg Air Force Base. f L
é} 26 Do we have any other questions? ' |
: 27 I don't see any hands. There must be some questions .
ii _ 28 around somewhere.

-4, VI ~ 7-58 Public Comments




S
T

TR TR T
B
.

E

e e et o e Sines | ikt ST vt

10

1

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
24
25
26
27

NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CERTIFIED $HORTHAND REPORTER 57

Do we have any other persons who desire to make
statements, either on behalf of themselves or representing
groups?

A VOICE: I move we adjourn.

COL. SMITH: Well, if we don't get any hands here in a
monment, we will, but I want to make certain that we have a
last opportunity fox both speakers and for people who have
questions.

Are there any persons in either category?
Apparently not.

On the screen up here, we have to your right a
list of the organizations and places in the area that do have
copies of the five volumes of the Environmental Impact
Statement.

Additionally, I'd like to remind you that if you
have any written statements, they can be sent, within five
days, to the address on the left.

I think -- is that the Norton -~

A VOICE: Yes,

COL. SMITH: The Norton Air Force Base address there and
they will be included in the transcripts of the hearing.

On behalf of the United States Air Force, I'd like
very much to thank the City of Lompoc for making this facility
available to us and to all the persons who cooperated in
putting on this program here this evening., We very much
appreciate it.

The hearing is adjourned.

(The hearing was adjourned at 9:40 P.M.)

Public Comments VI - 7-59

A

B

bl il

.
¢
PP

e




S T T T T T R AT s R e e R A e e

TN

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20
) 21

22

|
SN ds sy e o
. e

23

. emma

24

25

26

e

27

Gl

28

TR

T
T T,

NORMAN H BOXLEY, CERTIFIED SHORTHAND REPORTER

CERTIFICATE

I, NORMAN H. BOXLEY, CSR #1184, do hereby certify that
the foregoing pages comprise a full, true and correct
transcript of the proceedings and that said transcript

contains all the acts and statements of the parties made

during the progress of said hearing.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto subscribed my name

”~

h
this D) —}day of September, 1978.
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IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior 1%s0.2)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Riverside District Office
1695 Spruce Street
Riverside, California 92507
Phone: (714) 787-1679

FTS 796-1679

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Statement -
MX Wissile System, Milestone 11

Presented By: Tom Y. Rodda, Chief, Planning and Environmental Coordination,
Riverside District Office at Public Meeting, Lompoc, CA.
August 30, 1578

The Department of the Air Force is to be complimented on a concise,

well-organized presentation of general environmental impacts of an

extremely complex project. The infurmation on the proposed action,

alternative configurations and seven major geographic areas is, for the

most part, understandable when read with care.

As the report points out, the BLM is one of the administering agencies
for public lands in several of the Basic Mode Comparison Areas. On-
going land and resource use planning is an important item in public land
_administration. The draft recognizes this in Vol. IV, page 67. It also
points out that should the MX System be deployed, these plans will be

moot.

The draft does not, however, recognize the special legislative poiicies

established by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976

(FLPHA). The Act provides in part that -- R ECEIVE @
SEP 41978

é/;, Ay . HDR-SANTA BARBARA

ce: mars
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"The public lands be managed in a manner that will protect

the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecclogical,
environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource and
archeological values; that, where appropriate will preserve and
protect certain lands in their natural condition; that will provide
food and habitat for fish, wildlife, and domestic animals; and

that will provide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy

and use;"

The policy statement also states that “the public lands be nanaged
in a manner which recognizes the nation's need for domestic sources
of minerals, food, timber and fiber from the public lands including

implementation of the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970. . .

The thrust of FLPMA is particularly emphatic and specific in Sec. 601
vhick, establishes the California Desert Conservation Area. This area
encompasses all of the California portion of the California Mojave

Desert BMCA.

The California Desert Conservation Area has a special mandate. Section 601(a)

of FLPMA states:

"The use of all California desert resources can and should be
provided for in 2 multiple use and sustained yield management

plan to conserve these resources for future generations, and
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to provide present and future use and enjoyment, particularly
outdoor recreation uses, including the use, where appropriate,

of off-road recreational vehicles;"
In addition, Section 601(b) states:

"It is the purpose of this section to provide for the immediate and
future protection and administration of the public lands in the
California Desert within the framework of a program of multiple

use and sustained yield and the maintenance of environmental quality."

The law directs that a long-range plan for the management, use, develop-
ment and protection of the California Desert be implemented beginning no
later than September 30, 1980. Resource inventories are nearing comple-
tion and the plan is on schedule. One part of the planning involves
potential wilderness areas. We are now conducting public workshops to
help determine which areas possess wilderness characteristics. These

will be presented to Congress for a decision, but in the interim, potential

areas must be managed to protect their wilderness values.

Public attitudes toward the desert have been surveyed. While wide
differences in attitudes exist, interest in the desert is nation-wide.
Protection is emphasized by many; as evidenced by a recently introduced
bill to establish the East Mohave National Park. Other users want
little or no interference with outdoor recreational vehicle use, mining,

and expanding needs for power plants and energy transmission corridors.
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Regardless of the basing mode selected for the MX System, a major
impact on public land management in the California Desert will result.
While direct generalized impacts on the several thousands of square
miles are recognized in the draft, it does not mention the management
problems associated with the remainder of the public lands not suited
for missile deployment, In effect, BLM would be left with islands of
mountenous terrain, along with great problems of access and limitations

to human use caused by the restrictions imposed on the deployment area(s).

Of the deployment modes presented, the vertical shelter, point security
seems to offer the least relative impact to our programs and planning
efforts in the California Desert Conservation Area. A detailed review
of Volume IV reveals a marked discrzpency between the 80 missiles for
vertical shelter/ point security in the California Mojave Desert BICA
and the 120 missiles in both the Central Nevada Great Basin BMCA and the
Luke Yuma BMCA. Respective unsuitable areas of 24%, 30% and 10% fails
to explain the difference. This should be developed further in the

final statement.

Another question involves point security for the Hybrid Trench mode. It
is not clear from the statements on Vol. I, page 38 and Vol. IV, page 7

why point security is not feasible.

If our understanding is correct, the decision of which single basing

mode to be selected will be made after the final environmental statement
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on Milestone 11. Because the selected mode and security system will
have tremendous impacts on pubiic lands, we would like to furnish more
detailed data on impacts and future management problems for inclusion in
the final statement. To do this we would need to review the working maps

upon which the summary impacts were based.

In addition to future management problems described previously, particular
concern should be payed to species of plants and animals 1isted as rare

by the State of California or under status review under the Federal

i Endangered Species Act (ESA) by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Also impacts on other lands due to displacement of outdoor recreition
vehicle use, and large animals should be fully documented. Without doubt
the Air Force would have to enter the Section 7 consultation process

vere the California Mojave BMCA selected.

Recognizing that site selection is not imminent, a better understanding

of the mode/security impacts is needed by our planning staff. At the

same time, the Air Force analysts could review the detailed inventory

data available. Effective coordination will be required from now on.

An carly meeting to initiate coordination will be appreciated.
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS RAISED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING

RESPONSES

See Volume III, Section 3.3.2 for an explanation of consis-
tency between the Space Shuttle FEIS and this FEIS.

See Volume III, Section 2.2.2.3 for the current and proposed
population projections for Lompoc.

See Volume III, Section 5.2.1.9 for discussion of housing
mitigations.

See Volume IIXI, Section 2.2.2.3 for the current and proposed
population projections for Lompoc.

Reference to Lompoc by-pass deleted. An analysis of traffic
impacts along "H" Street was added to Volume III, Section
3.3.2.2.5.

A public hearing on the Milestone II Draft EIS was held in

Lompoc, California because in this statement Vandenberg AFB

is the principal location of activity should the MX program
proceed into Full~Scale Engincering Pevelopment (FSED). Since
site selection was not an issue in this EIS, public hearings

were considered premature in the 10 states identified as having
geotechnically suitable land for MX deployment. Assuming the

MX program proceeds into FSED and a site selection EIS is pre-
pared, public hearing will be held in stutes potentially affected.
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